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EN I aw advertiſed in the 
publick Papers, the firſt Ac- 
count of the Conferences in 
Ry Nicholas Lane, it gave me 
ſome Surprize and Uneaſi- 
neſs, as I knew nothing of 
the Perſon who drew it up, and had never 

been in the leaſt conſulted in the Affair, 

though I might have expected that Civuili- 
fy, as I was one of the Parties concerned in 
it, I did nor, I confeſs, imagine, that any 
one of the Company would have ſo far 
A 2 e 
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broken through the Rules of Decency, as to 
publiſh to che World a private Converſati- 
on, without the Leave or Approbation of 
the ſeveral Gentlemen by whom it was car- 
tied on. Such a Conduct is, to ſay the 
leaſt,” a Breach of Confidence and good 
- Manners, and by no means juſtifiable. 

As to the Account it ſelf, though there 
are many Things in ir true, yet 'tis haſty 
and incorreR, and by no means juſt and ac- 
curate; and therefore I do not much won- 
der to find that tis animadverted on by 
a ſecond; which, whether or no it be, as 
the Title Page pretends, truly tated, I mult 
leave to the Gentlemen preſent at the Con- 
ferences, and to thoſe who will give them- 
ſelves the 7'rauble to peruſe the following 
Papers, to determine. 

As to the firſt Conference, held on Feb. y. 
I can give no Account of it, not having 
been preſent at ir; nor was it originally in- 
tended that I ſhould have been at the Se- 
cond : For I was only occaſionally called in, 
by rea ſon of the Indiſpofition and Abſence of 
that Reverend Divine of the Church of 
England who appeared at the firſt Debate, 
and was expected at the laſt. 

In the ſecond Conference, at which on- 
ly I attended, there were two Things prin- 
cipally debated. 

1, Whether Mr. Barker and Mr. Neal 
had any proper Vouchers and Authorities 
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to produce, in juſtification of what they 
had aſſerted in their Sermons at Salters 
Hall, viz. That the Papiſts had ſometimes 
given the Title of our Lord God to the 
Pope? 

2. The Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 

As to the Firſt, when the Authorities 
were demanded by Mr. Morgan and Mr. 
Vaughan, as the two Catholick Gentlemen, 
who were ſuppoſed to be Prieſts, were then 
called; Dr. Hunt told them, That Mr. 
Barter would produce them at a conveni- 
ent Time, and when properly called for, 
though he had not then brought them with 
him. Upon this the good Fathers ſhewed 
their Reſentment, by growing Warm and 
Angry, becauſe their Expectations were not 
ſatisfied; and ſaid, that as Mr. Barter and 
Mr. Neal had publickly preached a Ser- 
mon and printed it, in which they had af- 
firmed, That this Title was given to 
the Pope, their Vouchers ought co have 
been ready when called for. On this Poinc 
they ſeem'd ſecure of their Victory, for 
the Evening at Jeaſt, and were ready to 
5 over us poor Hereticks, for having 
brought a Charge which we were not able 
to ſupport, It might be aſked here, if it 
were not too great a Treſpaſs upon the Gen- 
tlemens Modeſty, What Right they had to 
oblige Mr. Barker or Mr. Neal to produce 
their Vouchers, exactly when they were 
pleaſed 
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pleaſed to demand them? Thoſe Miniſters 
did not own either of them as their Ordi- 
naries, nor apprehend them to be veſted 
with any competent Authority ; and might 
poſſibly chooſe to lay thoſe Vouchers be- 
fore the World in a more publick Manner 
at 2 convenient Seaſon, which I am well 
aſſured they will do, when they ſhall be 
thought neceſſary. 

Bot however, the two Fathers had ſome 
Satisfaction in the Point, more than they 
expected or defired it ſeems, before the 
Company broke up. For as the Author 
of the Conferences truly ſtated expreſſes 

p 22. it; See how Providence favours.the good 
Old Cauſe! At this Time, a certain Gentle» 
man came into the Room, who undertook to 
juſtify the Charge by Extracts. If by the 
good Old Cauſe he means the Cauſe of the 
Proteſtant Religion, it muſt be allowed to 
be an Old Cauſe ; fince *tis as old as our Sa- 
viour and his Apoſtles; and for this Reaſon 
it mult be a good Old Cauſe, becauſe it hath 
their good Authority to juſtify and ſupporc 
it. If by the good Old Cauſe he means any 
Thing elſe, he is guilty of Rudeneſs and In- 

ſolence to infinuate a Charge he dares not 
name; and I could tell him, that Treaſons, 
Rebellions, private Aſſaſſinations, and pub- 
lick Maſſacres, to ſupport the Grandeur and 
Power of the Prieſts, is a Cauſe that all true 
Proteſtants abhor, and that hath avowed Pa- 


trons 
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trons only to be found in the Church of Rome: 
Theſe have been commanded and ſanctified, 
and ſolemnized by publick Proceſſions, by 
thoſe falſe Gods the Popes of Rome, who 
have blaſphemoully received and accepted 
the Titles of Deity. And this was fully 


made good at the Conference by Mr. 7obn 


Eames, well known to the World for his 
Integrity and Learning, 

The firſt Inſtance he produced was from 
an Oration of Chriſtopher Marcellus, made 
in the Name of the Lateran Council to 


Pope Julius II. in which, amongſt other Concil. 


Things, is the following Expreſſion : Cu- Colt. Bin- 


. * * on. 
ra denique ut ſalutem, quam dediſti nobis, et Agrip. 
vitam, et ſpiritum non amittamus. Tu enim 1618. 


Paſtor, Tu Medicus, Tu Gubernator, Tu 
Cultor, or as another Edition hath it, (Caſtos) 
Tu denique ALTER DEvs in Terris. Finally, 
Take care that we do not loſe that Salvati- 
on (or Health) which thou haſt given us; 
that Life and Breath. For thou art Sheep- 
herd, Thou art Phyſician, Thou art Governor, 
Thou art Husbandman (or Keeper) Thou, 
finally, art ANOTHER (or ſecond) Gop on 
Earth. Though the whole Paſſage is full of 
deteſtable Flattery, yet it was objected, that 
this did not come up fully to the Charge. 
The Prieſts were then aſked by Mr. 
Eames, Whether they would allow, that if 
it could be proved, that the Title of Supre- 
mum numen in Terris had been aſcribed to 
I >" 
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the Pope, it would be ſatisfactory? And 
immediately produced the following Paſ- 
ſage out of Doctor Stapleton's Dedication 
to Pope Gregory XIII. whom he addreſſes 


Seaple Op. under the Titles of, Sanctiſimus et beat iſſi- 


Luer. 


A- 
rs, 1620. 


mus Pater, and, Pontifex optimus maximus, 
Moſt holy and moſt bleſſed Father, and Pon- 
tiff, greateſt and beſt. Opuſculum hoc no- 
ftrum,&c. ſub tui ampliſſimi nominis, PL Ax E- 
QUE SUPREMI IN TERRIS NUMINIS, u- 
tela atque auſpiciis in lucem emiſſum. This 
our Work, &c. is publiſhed under the Protect ian 
and Authority of your moſt venerable Name, 
and of your evidently SuUpREAM Deity or 
GopsHiP upon Earth, This Work of Sta- 


pleton had been reviſed and approved by 


the publick Licenſers of Books; and not- 
withſtanding this Impiety in the Dedica- 
tion, was declared by them to contain no- 
thing, contra Fidem et bonos Mores, contra- 
ry to Faith and Morality, and was dedica- 
ted by the Paris Printers to Pope Paul V. 
But that there might be no Pretence of 
Evaſion for the Gentlemen, another Paſ- 
ſage was produced by Mr. Eames from one 
of the Glofſes, upon an Extravagant of 


Lib. VI. Pope Jobn XXII. De verbor. fignif. Cum in- 


Bonif. 


ter, Chap. IV. in which Gloſs or Comment 


vil. Con-are theſe Words, Credere autem Doui- 
fir, Clem. NUM DRUM NOSTRUM Par AM, conditorem 


& Extra- 


vag. Mdifte decretalis et iſtius, fic non potuiſſe ſta- 


tuere, prout flatuit, bæreticum cenſeretur. 


To 
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Jo believe that our LoRD GoD THE Pope, 
the Author of the ſaid Decretal, could nat jo 
ordain as he hath ordained, ought to be 
eſteemed heretical This Paſſage is fully 
and directly to the Charge; and appeared 
ſatisfactory to the whole Company. 

The Author, however, of the Conferen- 


ces truly ſtated, is pleaicd to lay, This, and f. a, 23; 


the reſt of the Story, did not appear ſatisfa- 
Cory to the Cathoitcks then preſent; though 
they were complaiſant enough not to diſpute 
the Gentleman's Fidelity in making bis curi- 
ous Extracts. Their not diſputing his Fi- 
delity was not the Effect of Complaiſance but 
Neceſiity. For the Gentleman, who pro- 
duced the Extracts, publickly offered to 
ſhew them the very Books from whence 
they were made, the very next Day. But 
they had heard enough, and did not care 
for the Conviction of Eye-ſight; and as 
one of them declares publickly, that he 
was an utter Stranger to them till be was 
then let into the Secret, he muſt allow the 
Extracts to be very great Curigſities. 

But when he affirms they did not appear 
| ſatisfaFory to the Catholicks then pteſent, 
I muſt tell the Gentleman that he forgets 
himſelf; and I will put him in mind of a 
Circumſtance or two, that I believe will 
abundantly refreſh his Memory. It was 
objected, that theſe were Titles given on- 


ly by particular Perſons to the Popes, and 
_ that 
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that therefore the Church of Rome was not 


chargeable with, or anſwerable for them. 
To this, amongſt many other Things which 


were ſaid, Ireplied, That neither Mr. Barker 


nor Mr. Neal had charged it on the Church 
of Rome. The Sermons were then demand- 
ed; I immediately produced them, Mr. 
Morgan read the Paſſages himſelf, and 
frankly owned, that the two Miniſters had 
not laid the Charge on the Church of Rome ; 
ingenuouſly confeſſing, that the Thing aſ- 
ſerted by them, viz. Thar the Title of 
Loxp Gor had been given to the Popes, 
was ſufficiently made good. This produ- 
ced the deſerved Acknowledgement in his 
Favour from my ſelf, and many others of 
the Company, That he behav'd with great 
Candidneſs and Honour. 

Mr. Morgan farther at the ſame Time al- 
lowed, that ſuch Titles as had been proved to 
be given to the Pope were blaſpemous ; and 
aid, twas no wonder that Men elated with 
Power,and ſurrounded withFlatterers,ſhould 
receive them. And for the Truth of all this 
I appeal to Mr. Morgan's own Conſcience, 
and the Honour of every Gentleman preſent. 

The Repreſentation therefore given by 
the Author of the Account of the Confe- 
rences truly flated, viz. That as the Sen- 
tence lands in Mr. Barker's ere Ha- 
rangue, as he rudely calls his Sermon, any 


of bis Hearers would naturally underſtand 
: 9 bim 
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him as ſpeaking of the Papiſis in general, is 
neither candid nor true. Tis not candid, 
becauſe Mr. Morgan at the Conference 
frankly cleared the Words of Mr. Barker 
as well as Mr. Neal from that Senſe. Nor 
is it rue, becauſe his Words will not real- 
ly bear it. The Pope, ſays Mr. Barker, is 
called his Holineſs, &c. and ſometimes ouR 
Lox D Gop THE Por; which is plainly 
denying the latter Title to be a generally 
given one, or that 'tis the common and 
general Language of the Romiſb Church; 
unleſs always and ſometimes mean the ſame 
Thing, as Particular and Univerſal muſt 
do in the common Language of Papiſts, 
when they call themſelves Roman Catbo- 
licks, i. e. Members of the Particular, 
Univerſal Church of Rome. 

And although the Three mentioned Paſ- 
ſages were all, as I remember, that were 
produced at the Conferences, yet I would 
not have Mr. Morgan and his Brother ima- 
zine, that theſe are all we have to alledge : 
We have a large Number ready, which are 
at their Service when they pleaſe to call 
for them, or think the Publication of them 
will be of any Uſe. And though our Au- 


thor is pleaſed to tell the World, That Pope p. 23. 


Nicholas's fine Reaſoning will do no Service, 
yet thus much it will prove, That this 
Pope aſſumed the Title of God, and argued 
from that Title, that no mortal could judge 
B 2 him. 
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him. His Words are, Satis evidenter oſten- 
ditur, a ſecular: poteſtate nec ligari prorſus, 


cap. VII. nec ſolvi poſſe Pontificem, quem conſtat a pio 


—2 
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Principe Conſtantino, DEUM appellatum : 
Nec poſſe Dx ab bominibus judicari ma- 
nifeſtum eſt. It is evidently ſhewn, that the 
Pontiff, whom "tis certain that pious Prince 
Conſtantine called Gor, cannot be at all 
bound or looſed by the ſecular Power : And 
"tis manifeſi THAT GOD CANNOT BE JUDG- 
ED BY Mx. Pope NVicholas's Argument 


is this: 


God cannot be judged by Men: 

Bur the Pope, as Conſtantine call'd him, 
is God. | 
Therefore the Pope cannot be judged 

(bound or looſed) by Men. 


But though this Paſſage proves, that the 
Title of Gop hath been aſſumed by, as well 
as given to a Pope; yet as our Author al- 
lows the Reaſonivg to be ridiculous and ab- 
furd, I ſhall make no Remarks on it. 

I would however obſerve, that all Ca- 
tholicks do not think the Claim of the Ti- 
tle of Gop by the Pope, to be as ridicu- 
lous and abſurd as this Gentleman. I be- 
heve it may be proved, that one of the 
greateſt Kings of France was baſely aſſaſſi- 
nated under the Influence of this very Prin- 
ciple, That the Pope was God : And one 
2 | would 
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would imagine that many others amongſt 
the Papiſts have been actuated by the ſame; 
otherwiſe 'tis very difficult to account for 
the Readineſs and Zeal they have ſo often 
expreſſed in obeying the Pope's Commands, 
even when it hath been to commit the moſt 
outragious Violences, and to perpetrate 
the moſt horrid and ſhocking Murders. 

It would indeed make a Volume, to lay 
rogether all the blaſphemous Titles and 
Alcriptions that have been given to, and 
received by the Popes. I will beg my Rea- 
ders Patience to mention one or two Paſſa- 
ges more, which I have taken from the 
Authors themſelves. 

The firſt is, from an Oration of Antony 
Muretus, Ambaſſador of Francis II. King 
of France, to Pope Pius IV. In that Oration 


there are theſe Words: Summa plane omnia, Muret. 
ac prope druvina in eo requiruntur, qui cla- Ora. 8. 


vum in Ficclefie navi teneat : Cujus a nutu 


pendeant leges : Cujus ad pedes Reges ipſi ſe gollad. 


abjiciant : Cujus arbitrio pandatur celum : 
Qui denique ſupra omne humane dignitatis fa- 
fligium evectus, Dei perſonam inter bomines 
fuſtineat. All the nobleſt, and even almoſt di- 
vine Qualifications, are required in him who 
1s to hold the Helm in the Ship of the Church: 
Upon whoſe Nod the Laws are to depend : 
At whoſe Feet Kings are to proſtrate tbem- 
ſelves : At whoſe Pleaſure Heaven is to be 
opened: Who finally is exalted above all 

Herghth 


reb. geſt. 
Francor. 
lib. 7. 


Ic, P- 70. 
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Heighth of human Dignity, and is to ſuſtain 


THE VERY PERSON OF GODAMONGST MEN. 
This he repreſents to the Pope himſelf as 
the common Character of all the Popes ; 
and accordingly in another Oration to the 
ſame Pope, he thus addreſſes him: Agedum, 
beatiſſime Pater, ita te Deus ille, cujus tu 
Perſonam in Terris ſuſtines — Eccliſiæ ſue 
prceſſe velit, May that God, mot bleſſed 
Father, wos PERSON YOU SUSTAIN ON 
EARTH, cauſe you long to prefide over the 
Church. And in another Oration to him: 


Id. p. 124. Quis enim per illum, cujus locum in Terris 


obtines, Rerum omnium praepotentem Deum, 
ad iſtam ſedem provectus, te ornatior? Who of 
tb ſe, that have been exalted to this See, by 
that God, the almighty Governor of the 
World, wrost PLACE you poſſeſs on Earth, 
Was ever more adorned than you ? 

The other Paſlage I ſhall mention, tho' 
of a different Nature, yet is equally pro- 
fane, and is tranſcribed from Paulus Amy- 
lius, a Popiſh Writer. After the famous 
Sicilian Veſpers, or the Murder of the 
French in Sicily, An. 1282. the City of Pa- 
lermo ſent their Deputies to Rome, Santos 
viros, Holy Men, to beg Pardon of the Pope 
for the Share they had in that Maſſacre. 
When theſe holy Men came before Pope 


Paul. . Martin IV. the Hiſtorian gives this Account 
myl. De of their Behaviour and Speech to him. 


Ad pedes illius flrati, velut pro ara hoſtiaque, 
= Cbriſtum 
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Cbriſtum Agnum Dei ſalutantes; illa etiam 
ex altaris myſterits verba ſupplices effarentur : 
Qui tollis peccata mundi, miſerere noftri ! 
Tertium: Qui tollis peccata mundi, dona 
nobis pacem. They fell proſtrate at his Feet, 
and ſaluted him as Chriſt the Lamb of God; 
and with profound Humility pronounced thoſe 
Words taken from the Myſteries of the Altar : 


O thou that takeſt away the Sins of theWorld, 


have Mercy upon us! O thou that takeſt 
away the Sins of the World, have Mercy 
upon us! And again the third Time: O 
thou that takeſt away the Sins of the World, 
grant us Peace, The Pope's Anſwer to 
this, was a plain Acceptance of the Title. 
Pontificem reſpondiſſe: Panormitanos agere, 
quod feciſſent, qui cum Chriſtum pulſarent, 
eundem regem Judæorum ſalutabant: Re 
hoſtes, fando ſalvere jubentes. That the 
People of Palermo ated by bim, as thoſe did, 
who when they ſmote Chriſt, ſaluted him 
King of the Jews : They © ſaid Hail to bim 
with their Mouths, but were in reality his 
Enemies. Who, that reads theſe and the 
like Paſſages, can help thinking of that 
Deſcription given by St. Paul of the Man 
df Sin, 2 The. ii. 4. Who oppoſeth and ex- 


alteth himſelf above all that is called God, 
er that is worſhipped ; ſo that be as God fit- 


eth in the temple of God, ſhewing himſelf 


bat be is God. 


Ag 
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As to what our Author tells us was in- 
ſiſted on at the Conference, that the extra- 
vagant Expreſſions of particular Men, of 
what Rank or Dignity ſoever, were not 
chargeable on the Church in Communion with 
the See of Rome; this, I apprebend, is not 
to the Point that was agreed to be debated, 
which was ſolely this: Whether Mr. Barker 
and Mr. Neal had any Vouchers for what 


they had aſſerted in their Sermons, that the 


Pope is ſometimes called, Our Lorp GOD. 
This was made out and proved, to Mr. Mor- 


gan's and the Company's full Satisfaction. 


Whether this was the Language of the 
Church Repreſentative or Univerſal, is quite 
another Queſtion, that Mr. Eames refuſed 
to enter upon; and that was, as I am in- 
formed, never once propoſed to be inqui- | 
red into at the ſecond Conference. | 
However, I think it may, with too much 
reaſon, be charged on the Romi/h Church, 
that theſe, or the like Expreſſions, are a 
Language that ſhe is very far from diſap- 
proving or condemning. Tis well known 
that the Council of Trent committed the 
whole Affair of the reviſing and cenſuring 


Seſſion 25, of Books to the Roman Pontiff, ut ejus ju- 


dicio atque auctoritate terminetur et evul- 
getur ; that it might be determined and pub- | 
liſhed by bis Judgment and Authority. In 
virtue of this Decree, the Popes are the 


authoriſed Licenſers of the Church Repre- 


ſentative; 
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ſentative; and whatever Expreſſions are 
allowed by the Popes, are alſo allowed 
by the Council of Trent, who commit- 
ted the whole Affair of the Reviſal of 
Books to their Care. Now the Corpus 
197 Canonici, from whence I have taken 
ope Nicholas's fine Reaſoning, That be 
can't be judg d by Mortals becauſe be is God, 
was publiſh'd by Pope Gregory XIII. his 
Order; who in his Bull prefix'd to it, tells 
us, That he had choſen ſeveral ex fratri- 
bus naſtris ſanctæ Romane Eccleſia Cardi- 
nalibus, adjuntto etiam aliquorum doctrina 
et pretate inſignium virorum ſtudio ; ſeveral 
of his Brethren the Cardinals, and other 
3 learned and pious Men; to whom he had 

committed the Care revidend/, corrigendi, 
et expurgandt, of reviſing, correcting, and 

expunging both the Errors of pious and 
h | catholick Men, and what had been added 
g in the Margin or Text, contrary to the 
q Catholick Faith by impious Writers, in 


4 


r - -M 


4 the Decretum Gratian, the Decretals of 
4 Pope Gregory IX. the Sextus Decretum, the 
n 

52 Clementines, and Extravagants; as well 


« without, as with the Gloſſes; and that he 
nad taken care that they ſhould be Faith- 
1. fully and uncorruptiy printed. So that this 
ri Body of Canon Law is authentick, and 
In allowed by the Church Repreſentative 
he do be ſuch, becauſe declared to by Pope 
| Gregory XIII. ro whom, as one of the 

C Popes, 


* ne o x 
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Popes, the whole Affair of Books was com- 
mitted by them. And in this Book, revi- 
ſed, corrected, and expunged from all Er- 
rors, Pope Nich»las's claim of Gopsaie 
ſtands; and his Argument from ir, that he 
could not be judged, bound or looſed, by 
any Mortal. 

Beſides, let it be conſidered, that the 
Paſſage cited from the Oration of Marcel- 
las to Pope Julius II. Tu denique alter Deus 
in Terris, Thou art another God on Earth, 
was ſpoken to the Pope at the Head of the 
Lateran Council. "Twas heard by the 
Council, ſpoken in their Names by their 
Orator, and never contradicted, or object- 
ed to by them. They did conſequently aſ- 
ſent to it. Twas the Council's Language, 
that he was Deus ALTER in Terris. And 
therefore that the Pope 1s Gop on Earth is 


pe Language of the Church of Rome, as 


ar as the Approbation of this Council can 
make it ſo. 

Tis therefore in vain that the Author of 
the two Conferences truly ſtated, endeavours 
to juſtify the Church of Rome from the 
Charge of approving this Language. The 
Inſtance of Lzttleton's applying, Diva 
Majejias and Numen to King Charles II. 
and rheir not being excepted againſt by 
any Proteſtant Church, which he urges as 

arallel, is far from coming up to the 
Point. For what hath the Language of a 
| 8 private 
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private Writer, a fingle flattering Syco- 
phant, to do with the Doctrine of the Pro- 
teſtant Churches? To render the Caſes pa- 
rallel, he ſhould have produced an Aſſembly 
or Council of Proteſtant Divines, with their 
Prince at the Head of them, addrefling the 
Prince by their Orator, under the Title ot 
Diva Majeſlas, or Numen, or Deus alter in 
Terris. When he can do this, I'll allow the 
Aſcription of ſuch Characters to be the Act 
of ſuch a Council, and the Language of the 
Church repreſented by them, unleſs the Coun- 
eil publieklydiſo wn it, or cenſure the Speaker. 

But I Hall paſs on to the ſecond Subject 
of the Conference, which was Tranſubſtan- 
tiation; only obſerving, that as my being 
preſent at the Conference was purely acci- 
dental, ſo I knew nothing of the Argu- 
ment that was to be managed, and there- 
fore could not make any Preparation for it. 
Whereas the Gentlemen on the Popiſh Side 
knew their Subject, had made themſelves 
ready for the Debate, and ſeem'd ſecure of 
an entire Victory: And the Proteſtants 
themſelves, I find, were in pain for fear of 
their Enemies; for as the Gentleman mo- 
deſtly tells us, in his Conferences truly ſta- 


ted, he was induced to ſuſpect, they thougbt p. 24. 


they had no deſpicable Antagoniſt to engage. 
That the Debate might be carried on 

with more Order, Dr. Talbot Smith was 

choſen Chairman ; and whereas the Author 
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of the Conferences truly flated, ſays: I 
hope be hath thanted the Author of the Nar- 
rative for telling the World, be performed 
the Oe very well; J have a Commiſſion 
from the Lycor to tell him, that he knew 
nothing of tie drawing up, or publiſhing 
that Narrative, and was far from being 
pleaſed with it when he peruſed it. 

Mr. Morgan opened this Part of the 
Conference by reading to the Company the 
Doctrine relating to the Euchari/t, as de- 
creed by the Council of Trent, and the 
Words of Inſtitution from the New Teſta- 
ment; haying immediately before this ve- 
ry frankly declared, That as be was not al- 
lowed to argue cither from Tradition or An- 
ttquity, he would abide by the Words of 
Scripture in their Grammatical and reaſon- 
able Conſtruction; which every one preſent 
allowed to be a fair and honourable Pro- 

ceedure. 

After the Decree of the Council, and 
the Words of Scripture were read, he cal- 
led on * Hunt to propoſe his Objections 
againſt ranſubſtantiation; which the Do- 
ctor did, urging them with a great deal of 
Strength, and 1 think in an vuranſwerable 

Manner; ſhewing that many Abſurdities 
muſt follow the real Tranſubſtantiation of 
the Bread and Wine into the Body and 
Blood of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, What he 
ſaid was to this Effect. 


** That, 


| { 21 ) 
« That, whereas Mr. Morgan urged the 
* literal Senſe of the Words, This is my 
« Body, he agreed that the literal Senſe of 
“ Scripture was to be adher'd to, unleſs the 
&« literal Senſe conveyed to us an impro- 
ee per or abſurd Meaning. In this Caſe, 
« according to all juſt Rules of Interpreta- 
« tion, the literal Senſe muſt be given up, 
« and Scripture interpreted in a figurative 
« Manner. That this mult be the Caſe in 
“ the Text under Debate, becauſe if we 
« explained it in a literal Manner, many 
„ great Inconveniences would evidently 
« follow. Particularly, it would invali- 
« date the Teſtimony of the Senſes, in 
« Matters about which they were the pro- 
e per Judges; and that one Conſequence 
„ of this would be, that it would weaken 
« that Part of the Evidence for the Truth 
« of Chriſtianity, which ariſes from Mira- 
e cles, which were properly an Appeal to 
te the Senſes of thoſe before whom they 
e were wrought. Farther, the literal Senſe 
« would imply many great Abſurdities, 
« viz. That the ſame individual Body of 
* Chriſt muſt be multiplied; fince he muſt 
* have one Body to ſpeak the Words of 
« Conſecration, and to give out to the Diſ- 
© ciples what they were to eat, and ano- 
ther Body to be given to them, and to 
be eaten by them, even whilſt at the 
* ſame time he ſtood whole and uneaten 
E £ belgrs 
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tc before their Eyes: That if the Words, 
« This is my Body, were to be underſtood I 
literally, thoſe other Words of the Inſti- tl 
« tution, This Cup is the New Teſtament Fri 
« in my Blood, ought to be underſtood in a FC 
« literal Manner alſo; which would im- is 
« ply this farther Abſurdity, that the Cup 
« was a New Teſtament, or that the Cup 
t and not the Wine was tranſubſtantiated MO 
« into Chriſt's Body and Blood, or into the 
« New Teſtament in Chriſt's Blood: That “ 
& it was. very uſual with the ſacred Writers “ 
© to make ule of figurative Expreſſions, © 
« which were well underſtood by the 
« Jews; as when the Paſchal Lamb was 
| tt called the Lord's Paſſover, and our Sa- 

* « viour calls himſelf a Door, and à Vine: © 
& And finally, that Saint Paul calls the 
. « Elements Bread and the Cup after the 
3 « Conſecration, in the very Account he gives 
| : « of the Nature of this Inſtitution. A. 
XY &« oft as ye eat this Bread, and drink this | 
* { & Cup, ye do ſhew the Lord's Death till he | 
*« come. And in another Paſlage, 1 Cor. 


| « x. 16. The Cup of Bleſſing which we bleſs, | 
| 


e 7s it not the Communion of the Blood of | 
« Chrift ? The Bread which we break, is it 
& not the Communion of the Body of Chrift?” | 
As here were many Arguments thrown Þ| 
together, Mr. Morgan ſaid, he believed his 
Memory would ſcarce be able to recollect 
them in their Order. The Chairman 2 ; 
; Im, 
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him, that his Place obliged him to find one 
that could; but that if both their Memo- 
Tries ſhould fail, he hoped ſome of the 
Company would aſſiſt them herein. This 
is unhandſomely termed, the Chairman's 
age Advice. | p. 24 


1. He then repeated Dr. Hunt's firſt 


Objection to Mr. Morgan, viz. That the 
e ſuppoſing the Bread and Wine tranſub- 
e ſtantiated into Chriſt's Body and Blood, 
„ according to the literal Senſe of the 
Words, This is my Body, would invali- 
l date the Teſtimony of the Senſes, in 
Matters about which they are proper 
* Judges.” 


Mr. Morgan ſagely replied, That the Senſes 


were not the proper Fudges of the Thing in 
Aueſtion, and that it fell not under their 
¶Cegnizance; becauſe the Accidents only fell 
under the Notice of the Senſes, and not the 
Vubſtance. That we knew not the Eſſence or 
WSubtance of any Thing ; and that therefore 
Tranſubſtantiation did not properly inva- 
Widate the Teſtimony of the Senſes, becauſe 
Whey were Accidents only which appeared to 
Ibem, and not the real Subſtance contained 


under them. That it was plain the Senſes 


b udged only of Accidents; becauſe, if you 


ake Bread and Stone, and ſay ſoft Bread, 


Wor white Stone, 'tis not of the Subſtances 
bat you predicate either: And that this 
as /o well known, that it was a Rule a- 


2 mong/t 


( 24 ) 
the Lopicians : That even a Dutch 
2 Bo ein, could ſay : Quid © 
eſt Subſtantia? Subſtantia eſt aliquid per | 
ſe ſubſiſtens, & ſubſtans accidentibus. He 
added, T hat the Senſes were not always ſafelß 
to be relied on; for that they ſometimes made © 
erroneous and falſe Reports: As, when we 
looked from a Tower, on Men walking be- 
neath us, the Senſes repreſent them not ſo tall © 
as really they are: If we put a ſtrait Stick 
in the Water, it will appear crooked ; or if © 
we look at any Object through a Mift, it will © 
appear bigger than it really is. From theſe 
Inſtances he concluded, that the Teſtimony © 
of the Senſes is not always to be truſted to. 
To this Dr. Hunt replied : © That in the 
t Judgment formed by our Senſes, we muſt 
« always ſuppoſe them duly qualified, and 
ct the Objects placed in a proper Medium; 
« and that then theſe very Inſtances would 
« prove, that we might ſafely depend on 
«© the Report of our Senſes, when all Things 
« were rightly circumſtanced ; becauſe it 
« was by that Report which the Senſes | 
te conſtantly gave, that we were able to 
e correct by our Judgment theſe falſe Ap- 
« pearances. For Inſtance: When Men, 
* beheld from an Eminence, appear leſs? 
*« than what they really are, tis becauſe ? 
„ the Angle of Viſion is altered, from 
what we ſee them in when we are near 
them. That, as to the Stick, it appeared 
l 5 ; 8 crooked | 
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tt crooked through the Medium of Water, 
« becauſe that altered the Reflection of the 
« Rays of Light upon the Eye. The ſame 
c healledged as to the Miſt; arguing, that 
« as the Judgment corrected by the very 
« Senſes theſe falſe Appearances, their 
« Teſtimony was good, and ought to be 
« depended on.” And indeed, to make 
theſe Inſtances prove any thing to the Ca- 
tholick Gentleman's Argument, he ſhould 
pou that after the Conſecration of the 

read, the Medium, or Angle of Viſion, 
is ſome how or other altered, as in the 
Caſes before-mentioned ; or that there 1s 
ſome Defect in the Eye, whereby that 
which is really an human Body, appears to 
us only plain Bread. If there be no Alte- 
ration in any of theſe Things, the Senſes 
are an equal Judge in the Caſe of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, as in all other; and are as cer- 
tainly able to correct the falſe Repreſen- 
tation of this Doctrine by the Papiſts, as 
they are the falſe Repreſentation of the 
Stick in Water: A Doctrine that will never 
be believed by any, but thoſe who look 
through the Medium or Miſt of an implicit 
Faith; which hath a wondrous Faculty of 
making the moſt crooked Things appear 
ſtrait, the largeſt Things appear little, and 
the moſt incredible Things worthy of all 
Acceptation and Belief, 
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The Doctor farther replied, © That with 
regard to the Accidents of Body being only 
« ſubject to the Senſes, it was very true, as 
« the Catholick Gentleman aſſerted; no 
« Man, that he knew of, pretending to ſee 
* Subſtances themſelves. But how do you 
« judge, ſays he, that there are different 
« Subſtances, but by the different Acci- 
« dents which attend them? How are 
t you ſure that Bread is not Stone, or Stone 
« Bread, but by the diſcerning of their dif- 
« ferent Accidents? It there be no other 
« Way but this to judge of different Sub- 
« ſtances, we may ſafely pronounce of the 
* Subſtances by their Accidents; or elſe 
« we muſt ſuppoſe, either that the Acci- 
« dents inhere in nothing; or elſe, that 
<« there is but one ſingle Sort of Subſtance, 
< that exhibits all the different Sorts of 
« Accidents: Either of which will be more 
« than you will be willing to allow, and 
« will overthrow the Doctrine of Tran- 
« ſubſtantiation.” The Truth is, that this 
is the moſt wonderful of all Doctrines, and 
is built upon a Scheme of Philoſophy, that 
nothing can ever equal: For, it not only 
ſuppoſes Accidents, peculiar to particular 
Subſtances, may ſubſiſt without thoſe Sub- 
ſtances; but that Subſtances may alſo ſub- 
ſiſt without their inſeparable anddiſtinguiſh- 
ing Accidents, or Properties. And When 
the Catholick Gentleman will pleaſe to 
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ſupport his Philoſophy, I ſhall make no 
great Difficulty to embrace this Part of his 
Scheme of Divinity. 

I have on this Article only farther ro 
obſerve, that though the Gentleman calls 
his Narrative, the Conferences truly /tated, 
he hath quite omitred this Part of the De- 
bate: Whether through a Defect of his 
Memory, or a Deſire to conceal this cu- 
rious Philoſophy from the ſceptical Wits 
of the preſent Age, or for what other Rea» 
ſons, I ſhall nor preſume to determine. 

But to proceed : 5 

The Catholick Gentleman, Mr. Morgan, 
in order to invalidate the Evidence of the | 
= *Senſes, farther urged, That if the Fudg- 5 
= ment had followed the Impreſſion of Senſe, it 4 
would have been miſtaken at the Appearance 4 
of the Holy Ghoſt, immediately after our 9 
Lord's Baptiſm: For we read, that the 1 
Spirit of God deſcended like a Dove, Matt. 8 
iii. 16, or as St. Luke, Chap. iii. 22. ex- x 
preſſes it, in a bodily Shape like a Dove. 

To this he tells us, in his Conferences 
truly ſlated, the Doctor is made to aſſert, 
That their Senſes, in the common Way of p. 27. 
ſpeaking, were deceived; and then very 
gravely ſubjoins, that they were not. But it 
would have been more candid, had he told 
the World what Dr. Hunt really did ſay, 
than to make himſelf merry with what an- 
other injudicious Perſon makes him ſay. 

D 2 Dr, 
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Dr. Hunt's Reply was this: © That he was 
« miſtaken, in imagining there was the 
© real Appearance of a Dove; for that he 
_« apprehended, that it was only the ſame 
« Glory, that frequently appeared under 
« the Old Teſtament, and was called the 
Shechinab, that hovered over our Sa- 
« yiour's Head like the hovering of a Dove.” 
And he deſired Mr. Morgan to read the Paſ- 
ſage; which he did: And after a little 
Pauſe over the Words, o edel, e 
T«25*4p2y, be frankly and ingenuouſly own- 
ed the Words would bear Dr. Hunt's Inter- 
pretation; and no longer inſiſted upon this 
Particular. This was fair and honeſt; and 

acknowledged as ſuch by the Company. 
But even ſuppoſing what appeared, was 
really the Form of a Dove; yet the Eyes 
were not deceived, in what they beheld; 
nor was the Judgment falſe, that was formed 


* 


4 


in Conſequence of it. For whether we 


underſtand by the Spirit, the Spirit of God 
eſſentially, or the extraordinary Gifts of the 
Spirit, they are both equally inviſible, and 
cannot appear to the bodily Eye: And 
therefore, whatſoever was beheld at our 
Sa viour's Baptiſm, was not really the invi- 
ſible Spirit of God, but a real Body; per- 
haps of Light or Glory (in the Form of a 
Dove, which the Eyes actually ſaw, and 
in ſeeing which they were not deceived 


repreſenting the Deſcent of the Holy Gho 
; 1 
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upon our bleſſed Lord, and the peculiar 
Gifts of his Grace which were vouchſated 
him, So that the Teſtimony of the Senſes 
holds good, and will always put the Do- 


ctrine of Tranſubſtantiation quite out of 


countenance. Tis indeed the great Miſ- 


fortune of this Doctrine, that tis not ca- 


pable of being proved, becauſe Senſe and 
Reaſon are both equally againſt it. 

2. The ſecond Article proceeded on was, 
ſuch Expreſſions of Scripture, as were of 
a like Nature with that under Debate: This 
is my Body. Dr. Hunt alledged, © Thar 
« the following Words of Inſtitution, 75186 
« Cup is the New Teſtament in my Blood, 
© muſt be underſtood in a figurative Senſe ; 
© otherwiſe the Cup would be the New Te- 
te ſtament, which was abſurd : That Chriſt 
“e calls himſelf a Door and à Vine; and 
te that the Paſchal Lamb was called he 
« Lord's Paſſover, though it was only the 
« Memorial of that Event.” 

Mr. Morgan replied, That he allowed a 
Figure in the Expreſſion, This Cup is the 
New Teſtament in my Blood; and that 
the Words in St. Mark, To m*2 moXAav tx- 
yuroplror, might be referred to m\novy, which 
evidently ſhewed that the Cup was by an eaſy 
Figure put for the Wine in it, That this 
was a Figure well underſtood, and in com- 
mon Uſe even now ; it being uſual to ſay, 
Will you drink a Glaſs? But that it did 

not 
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not follow, that becauſe Figures were al- 
lowed in ſome Caſes, therefore they muſt 
in all. 

Dr. Hunt aſked him, Why do you al- 
*« low a Figure in the Expreſſion, This 
« Cup is the New Teſtament in my Blood, 
but becauſe of the Abſurdity which will 
*« follow a liceral Interpretation? It then 
* the like Abſurdicies will follow from a 
<« literal Interpretation of the Words, This 
« is my Body; why ſhould you not allow 
« a figurative Interpretation alſo; fince 
* both the Expreſſions are equally Part of 
* the loſticution ?” 

In anſwer to this, Mr. Morgan aſked, 
Whether it was probable that our Lord, 
when alone with his Apoſiles, and on the 
point of quitting them, would have ſpoken to 
them in a figurative or metapborical Senſe, 
without the leaſt Hint of an Explanation? 
And to this, he tells us, no direct Anfwer 
Was given, If there had been none, he 
muſt excuſe me if I tell him the Reaſon 
why; and that is, becauſe it deſerved none. 
Dr. Hunt anſwered, © That the Expreſ- 
0 ſion, This is my Body, needed no more 
« Explication than the other, This Cup is 
« the New Teſtament in my Blood.” And 
this was a direct Anſwer ; becauſe the Ex- 
preſſions, This 13 my Body, and this Cup is 


the New Teſtament in my Blood, were plain 


in themſelves, and needed no Words to 
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make them plainer. What, did the Apo- 
ſtles want an Inſtructor, to tell them that a 
Cup was not à new Teſtament? Or, that they 
did not eat up their Lord, whom they 
actually ſaw before their Eyes? The 
Apoſtles knew too well the Difference be- 
tween the Cup and the Wine in it; be- 
tween an human Body and a Piece of Bread, 
to need any Information from Chriſt about 
it: And though Parables, which are Re- 
preſentations of Facts and Truths, under 
fictitious Names and Circumſtances, may 
for this Reaſon often want Explanation ; 
yet when our Saviour gave them Bread, 
and ſaid, Take, eat, this is my Body; this 
was Language they well underſtood ; for 
they had been uſed to ſay of the paſchal 
Lamb, this is the Lord's Paſſover, though 
they knew that Lamb was only a Memo- 
rial of the true original Paſſover. 

Befides, what have we now to do with 
our Saviour's private Explications to his 
| Apoltles, which he hath not thought fit to 
tranſmit to us? The real Queſtion is, not 
what Chriſt privately interprered to his 
Diſciples, which they have not told us any 
thing of; but how we are to underſtand 
two Paſſages of Scripture ſpoken by our Sa- 
viour at the ſame Time, upon the ſame 
Occaſion, and in reference to the ſelt-ſame 
Inſtitution? Expreſſions, which if literally 


underſtood, ate both full of Contradictions 
| 1 : ; and 
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and palpable Abſurdities; and yet which, if 
underſtood in a figurative Senſe, both af- 
ford us a very eaſy, plain, and fignificant 
Meaning. | 

Mr. Morgan allowed, that the Words, 
This Cup is the New Teſtament in my Blood, 
were a figurative Speech. Why? why 
becauſe twould be abſurd to ſay, that a 
Cup was a New Teſtament, and that this 
Cup, or this Teſtament, was in Chriſt's 
Blood. But why is it more abſurd, to ſay 
a Cup is a Teſtament, than that 2, this 
Thing, which I hold in my Hand, is my Bo- 
dy? This Piece of Bread is my Body? "Tis 
a Speech that implies a thouſand Contra- 
ditions. Since then both the Expreſſions 
literally underſtood are abſurd, they are 
both equally to be interpreted figuratively ; 
and when Mr. Morgan, or any of his Bre- 
thren the Prieſts, can prove, that the 
Words, This is my Body, are to be literally 
underſtood, I will undertake by the ſame 
Arguments to prove the ſame of the other 
Words, This Cup is the New Teſtament in 
my Blood. So that if Mr. Morgan will in- 
fiſt on it, that a Piece of Bread is in the 
Sacrament tranſubſtantiated into Chriſt's 
Body, I do in my turn inſiſt, that the Cup, 
whatſoever becomes of the Wine in it, is 
tranſubſtanciated into the New Teſtamenc 
in Chriſt's Blood. And when J can have 
the Pleaſure ro ſee him ſwallow the Cup 
as 


( 33) 


as well as the Bread, I will certainly believe 


the proper and real Tranſubſtantiation of 


the Cup into the New Teſtament, as well 
as the Tranſubſtantiation of the Bread into 
Chriſt's Body. 

But Mr. Morgan farther replied to the 
Argument, concerning the figurative Senſe 
of the Words, This Cup 1s the New Teſta- 
ment in my Blood; that the Metaphor or Fi- 
gure was in the wrong Place, and that no 
concluſue Argument could be drawn from 2 
Part to the Whole. Thus the right Hand of 
the Father in the Creed is certainly a Meta- 

But doth it thence follow, that every, 
or any one other Article of the Creed is there- 


fore metaphorical ? To which Dr. Hunt an- 


ſwer d, Thar if there are ſeveral Expreſ- 
*« ſions, which if underſtood in a literal 
© Senſe, would each of them imply a real 
« Abſurdity, it will follow by a Parity of 
« Reaſon, that if one of them is to be un- 
« derſtood in a figurative Senſe, all of them 
* are to be underſtocd ſo too; eſpecially 
« if that figurative Senſe be plain, obvious, 
e and natural. And therefore if all the 
« Articles of the Creed implied, accord- 
« ing to their literal Meaning, a Senſe that 
* could not be any more literally true, 
« than that Article which afcribes to God 
© a right Hand; common Senſe would 
« force us to interpret them all figurative- 
« ly.” And this 93 be allow'd, ynleſs 


we 
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we would make the Creed as prot Non- 


ſenſe and Abſurdity as the Papiſts do the 
Sacrament. And of Conſequence this In- 
ſtance of the Creed proves juſt nothing. 
For tis as abſolutely declared by Chriſt, 
that the Cup is the New Teſtament, as that 
the Bread is his Body. They are both 
equally poſſible to be true. The Contra- 
diction in the one is not greater than in the 
other ; and therefore if he will have a Bo- 
dy he muſt have a Cup, and let him ſwal- 
low both, or neither, at his Pleaſure. The 
Doctor therefore put the Figure in the 
right Place, and the Prieſt will never be 
able to remove it thence. 

As to the Inſtance of the Paſchal Lamb's 
being called the Paflover, though the Gen- 
tleman gave no ſufficient Reply to this at 
the Conference, yet he grows witty in his 
printed Account, and tells us, that the 
ſaying, the Angel's paſſing over the Houſes of 
the Iſraelites was the real Paſſover, is a no- 
table Diſcovery, and truly worthy a Doctor 
in Divinity. But I muſt tell him, that his 
Wit is ill placed, and that this Diſcovery 
will draw after it ſuch a Conſequence, as 
he will not be able eaſily to get rid of. For 
if the Angels paſſing over the Houſes of 
the Iſraelites be really the true Paſſover, 
then it follows, that when the paſchal Lamb 
is call'd the Lord's Paſſover, tis called ſo, 
not becauſe the Lamb was the Act of the 
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Angel's paſſing over the 1/-ae/ites, but a 
Memorial of that great Event; juſt as when 
the ſacramental Bread is called the Body of 
Chriſt, it means the Memorial of that Bo- 
dy, and not the actual Conjuration of the 
Bread into that Body. 

And this Mr. Morgan allows, when he 


alks: Hath the Doctor, or his Amanuenſis,v- 26. 


forgot, that the eating of the paſchal Lamb 
was originally an Inſtitution of a bare Me- 
morial of the Angel's paſſing over, &c, I 
ſuppoſe the Doctor hath not forgot it. 


But ſuppoſe I ſhould affirm, that the 


paſchal Lamb was no Memorial of the An- 
gel's paſſing over, but the very Act of the 
paſſing over it ſelf ; how will Mr. Morgan 
and his Friends convince me? Suppoſing 
I ſhould argue like a good Catholick, that 
as the Words, This is my Body, prove, that 
in the Sacrament the Bread is tranſubſtan- 
tiated into Chriſt's Body; ſo, in the Caſe 
under Conſideration, the Words, This ts 
the Lord's Paſſover, prove that the Lamb 
was metamorphoſed into the Act of the 
Angel's paſſing over the 1/rae/ites: How 
am I to be convinced? Why, by no poſſi- 
ble Arguments but ſuch as will hold equal- 
ly ſtrong againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 

And therefore when Mr. Morgan aſks, 


What 1s all this to the Purpoſe, ſince thelbid. 


Point in diſpute 1s, whether the Euchariſt 


be a bare Memorial or Figure of Chriſt's 
E 2 Death 
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Death and Body The Gentleman is en, 
tirely miſtaken, fince Dr. Hunt produced 
the Paſſage, This 13 the Lord's Paſſover, 
not to prove the Euchariſt to be a Memo» 
rial, but only to ſhew this ſingle Point; wiz. 
That Things are ſaid in Scripture to be, on- 
ly what they are Repreſentations or Memo- 
rials of; and that therefore when our Sa- 
viour fays of che Bread, This is my Body, it 
can be no more argued from the Expreſſi- 
on it felf, that the Bread was tranſubſtan- 
tiated into the Body, than it can be proved 
from choſe other Words, T his is the Lord's 
Paſſover, that the paſchal Lamb was really 
converted into the Angel's paſſing over the 
Houſes of the Iſraelites. And when Mr. 
Mergan ſays the Words, This is my Body, 
cannot mean a Memorial or Figure of 
Chriſt's Death and Body, becauſe Chriſt 
ſays expreſly, tis my Body; this is really a 
begging of the Queſtion, and ſuch an Anſwer 
as could not be expected from the Mouth 
or Pen of a Prieſt or Jeſuit; becauſe the 
very Meaning of the Words is the Thing 
in queſtion, and the Method and Rule of 
interpreting them the Point to be ſettled. 
Thus far then the Doctor may ſing Te 
Deum for his Victory, nor will any one be 
able to wreſt it out of his Hands. 

3. The next Thing debated on was the 
Doctor's Argument, That the Bread in 
„ the Sacrament was called Bread by _ 
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« Paul after Conſecration.” Mr. Morgan 
publickly allowed in the Company */was 
called fo three Times; and Dr. Hunt's Ar- 
gument from it was, That therefore it 
« ſtill remained Bread after Conſecration, 
* and was not tranſubſtantiated into Chriſt's 


« Body.” This our Jeſuic calls, A plea-p. 28. 


fant Conſequence, T'll do him the Juſtice 
to allow he is a pleaſant Fellow, and am 
almoſt ſorry I am forced to ſpoil his 
Mirth. 

He imagines that he quite demoliſhes 


the Doctor's Argument, by aſking, Arelbid. 


the Words referr'd to any Part of the Form 
of Conſecration? And ſays, I not, they are 
nat to the Doctor's Purpoſe. A pleaſant 
Conſequence! If Saint Paul calls that, 
which was Bread before the Conſecration, 
Bread after the Conſecration, then one 
would imagine, that St. Paul thought it 
Bread as much after that Conſecration as 
before; and Mr. Morgan will have a great 
Difficulty to prove St. Paul thought other- 
wiſe. What, did St. Paul call it one Thing 
when he knew it to be another? Had he 
called the conſecrated Element Bread in 
in Italy or Spain, he could ſcarce have 
eſcaped the Diſcipline of the Inquiſition. 
But ſuppoſing there is ſome Strength in 
the Obſervation, that when St. Paul calls 
the Element Bread, tis not referr'd to any 


Part of the Form of Conſecration ; I believe 
2 it 
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it will be eaſy to prove, that the Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation can never be proved 
from the Words, This is my Body, Let us 
have recourſe to the Inſticution : Feſus 
took Bread, and bleſſed it, 1 Cor. xi. 16. and 
brake it, and gave it to his Diſciples, and 


aid, Take, eat. Tis plain from hence, 


that Jeſus took Bread; and if the Form of 
Conſecration conſiſted in theſe Words, This 
7s my Body, tis alſo plain, that he bleſſed 
Bread, brake Bread, and gave Bread to his 
Diiciples. And after he had given them 


Bread, bid them take and eat Bread: For 


it muſt be ſtill Bread, till after the Conſe- 
cration, Burt if Chriſt bid them eat Bread, 
how came he to turn it into his own Body 
by a Form of Conſecration ? What did he 
order them to eat a Piece of Bread, and 
then force them to devour a living Body, 
Fleſh, Blood, and Bones, at a ſingle Mor- 
ſel, in oppoſition to his own Order? What 
they took into their Hands, and were bid 
to cat, was certainly Bread; for the pre- 
tended Conſecration was not made till af- 
ter they had taken it. And therefore if 
the pronouncing the Words, This is my Bo- 
dy, was that Form of Conſecration which 
turned the Bread into a Body, our Savi- 
our's ordering them to eat Bread, was or- 
dering them to do what he intended they 
ſhould not do, and what they actually did 
not do, | 
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But in truth the Words, This is my Body, 
were not the Form of Conſecration uſed by 
Chriſt ; but Words ſpoken in conſequence 
of the real Conſecration. The true Conſe- 
cration of the Bread made by our Saviour, 
was previous to his breaking and diſtribu- 
ting it, and to the Apoſtles taking and eat- 
ing it; and conſiſted in his bleſſing God over 
the Bread, and giving Thanks to his hea- 
venly Father. By this Act of Religion he 
ſeparated it to the Purpoſe for which he in- 
tended it, to be typically or repreſentatively 
his Body; and his giving it to his Diſciples, 
and ſaying of it, This is my Body, was not 
making it any thing that it was not before, 
but declaring it to be, what by Bleſſing and 
Thankſgiving he had ordered and appro- 
priated it to be. If there was any kind of 
Conſecration, or Change made in the Ele- 
ments by it, one would think ic ſhould have 
been the immediate Conſequence of Chriſt's 
bleſſing it, before he made any Diſtribu- 
tion of it; otherwiſe Chriſt diſtribured an 
unconſecrated Element, and bleſſed it with- 
out conſecrating it. If the Element he di- 
ſtributed was conſecrated, the Conſecra- 
tion conſiſted in his Act of Bleſſing and 
giving Thanks; and not in pronouncing 
the Words, This is my Body, after the Be- 
nediction. And by conſequence, if it be 
any Argument, that when St. Paul calls 
the Element Bread, he djd not mean that 
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it was Bread, becauſe it did not refer to any 

Part of the Form of Conſecration; it will 

follow, that when Chriſt ſays of the Ele- 

ment, This is my Body, he did not convert 

the Bread into his Body, becauſe that Ex- 
reſſion did not refer to any Part ef the 
orm of the real Conſecration. 

Beſides, allowing the Form of Conſecra- 
tion of the Bread to conſiſt in the pronoun- 
cing the Words, This is my Body; yet if 
there be ſuch an extraordinary Virtue and 
Efficacy in pronouncing them, I am ap- 
prehenſive we ſhall prove more than Mr, 
Morgan will be ready to allow, For if the 
Form of conſecrating the Bread is, This is 
my Body, the Form of conſecrating the 
Wine muſt be, This Cup is the New Teſta- 
ment; and, by Conſequence, there muſt 
be the ſame Efficacy in one Part of the 
Form of Conſecration, as in the other: 
And this will, in ſpite of all his Arts to the 
contrary, introduce into the Sacrament a 
metemorphoſed Cup, as well as tranſubſtan- 
tiated Bread; which the Gentleman how- 
ever doth not ſeem very willing to ſwal- 
low, or think himſelf very able to digeſt. 

But if this Fetch of the Form of Conſe- 
cration will not do, Mr. Morgan hath an- 
other Way, by which he thinks to get clear 
of this Objection. He obſerved at the Con- 
ference, That it was no uncommon Thing 10 


call what is changed, by the Name of wa 
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it was before the Change. And he gave two 
Inſtances. 1. That the Water which our 
Saviour changed into Wine, is called Water 
after the Change. 2. Aaron's Rod 1s ſaid 
to have ſwallowed up the Rods of the Magi- 
cians ; which it could not do as a Rod, but 
only as a Serpent, into which it was changed : 
So that the Euchariſt being called Bread af 
ter the Conſecration, is no more a real Proc 
that it was not tranſubſtantiated by a real 
Change, than that Aaron's Rod was nof 
changed into a Serpent, becauſe it was called 
a Rod afterwards, This is his Argument; 
and his Reflections on it are, 1. Dr. Hunt, 
it ſeems, was ſo civil, as to attempt no Reply 
to this. 2. That there was ſome room for a 
Triumph, on this Account; and that the 
Reader perhaps may not change his Mind, 
upon an impartial View of the Remainder 0 
this Conference. Burt it Dr. Hunt was fo 
Civil as not to reply to this Objection, the 
true Reaſon muſt be becauſe he knew the 
two Caſes not to be parallel, And this Dr. 
Hunt did affirm: And whether the Gen- 
tleman hath any room for Triumph, I leave 
to every Man of common Senſe to deter- 
mine, after he hath exactly compared them; 
for they are as widely different, as ſeeing 
and not ſeeing can poſſibly make them. 
As to the firſt of theſe Inſtances, I ob- 
ſerve, that the Water converted into Wine 
is never called ſimply Water, after the 
We F Change 
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Change of it. Tis called, Jobn ii. 9. The 
Water that was made Vine; and, at the 
Toth Verſe, tis actually called good Wine: 
So that Mr. Morgan ſeems to have taken 
this Inſtance upon the Authority of the 
Church, as he doth his Religion, without 
ever looking into his New Teſtament. 

As to the other Inſtance, though tis true 


| that the ſacred Hiſtorian ſays, that Aaron's 


Rod fwallowed up the Magician's Rod; yet 
the producing it is nothing to the Purpoſe. 
For though the Serpent was called a Rod, 
from what it was before its miraculous 
Change, yet it appeared to the Eyes to be 
a real Serpent, and they that ſaw it knew 
it to be ſo; for they ſaw one of the Ser- 
pents actually devour the reſt, and ſo could 
be in no danger of miſtaking it for a Rod, 
though called ſo after the Change from irs 
original Nature. But now, after Conſe- 
cration, the Bread appears to be ſtill Bread: 
It appears ſo by its Form, Smell, and Taſte ; 
every Senſe convinces the Receiver that 'ris 
ſtill Bread: So that as St. Paul calls it 
Bread after the Conſecration, it remained 
Bread, and did not appear an human, liv- 
ing Body. In like manner, had the con- 
verted Wine been called Water; yet, as it 
was real Wine, and had the Taſte, the Smell, 
the Colour, and all the real, viſible Pro- 
. of Wine, and the People at the 


caſt perceived it to be good Wine, twould 
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have been no parallel Inſtance to the Caſe 
of the Sacramental Bread, which never ap- 
peared after its Conſecration as a living, 
real Body. In the Inſtance alſo of the Rod, 
the Senſes convinced the Beholder twas a 
Serpent. But in the Caſe of the Bread, che 
fame Senſes convince him 'tis as much 
Bread after the Conſecration, as before. 
Aaron's Rod devoured the other Rods, and 
thereby ſhewed it ſelf to be a living Ser- 
pent: But I never heard that the conſe- 
crated Bread ever devoured a Prieſt, or a 
Receiver; though they are ſo unconſcio- 
nable, as to pretend to devour their Saviour, 
Let us ſee this ſame conſecrated Holt, this 
tranſubſtantiated Wafer, ſpeak, or eat, or 
walk like a Man, or do ſome human Action; 
and. twill then be time enough to believe 
the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation: Juſt as 
the Spectators ſaw the Transformation of 
the Rods into Serpents, and therefore be- 
lieved them to be Serpents, becauſe they 
really ſaw them to be ſo. 

Had theſe two Caſes been parallel, the 
Caſe of the Rod muſt have ſtood thus: 
That it was an inviſible Serpent, under the 
Accidents of a Rod; juſt as the Papiſts tell 
us that.theconſecrated Wafer is Chriſt, under 
the Accidents of Bread. But, as it happens, 
the Serpents had the Accidents, as well as 
Nature of Serpents. They were not invi- 
ſible Serpents, in the Form of Rods; but 
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the Form of the Rods was abſolutely loſt, 


and converted into the Form of Serpents. 
And therefore, when they are called Rods 
after their Change, the Spectators could 
not be deceived ; becaule they ſaw them to 
be Serpents, and not Rods. Whereas, 
after the pretended Con ſecration, the Hoſt 
is ſaid to be Chriſt's Body, without any of 
the Accidents of that Body. If it is become 
Chriſt's ſubſtantial Body, tis a Body in- 
viſible; and looks fo perfectly like Bread or 
a Wafer, that nothing can be more like it. 
And therefore when Sr. Paul calls the Ele- 
ment Bread after Conſecration, every Man 
that ſees it muſt rake it to be Bread; be- 
cauſe he ſees it to be Bread, and not an hu- 
man, living Body. Hath our Gentleman, 
now upon the whole, any reaſon to triumph 
about this Hiſtory of the Rod? Rather, hath 
he not provided a Rod to correct his Aſſu- 
rance? I thould ſay, a Serpent that hath 
quite devoured his conſecrated Hot ? 
Thus far have I given an Account of the 
Part Dr. Hunt bore in this Controverſy, 
and hope have ſufficiently vindicated his 
Arguments. Ir will now be expected that 
I hould give a fair Repreſentation of the 
Share I had in the Debate my ſelf; which, 
whether it be fairly repreſented or no, by 
the Author of the ov Ars truly flated, 
] leave to others to determine, when 
have peruſed the following Account. 
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I might here take notice of the rude and 
Ungentleman-like Manner in which this 
Writer hath been pleaſed to treat me, with- 


out any other Provocation given him, that- 


1 know of, than my appearing againſt him 
in Defence of the Proteſtant Doctrine con- 
cerning the Sacrament. I appeal to all the 
Gentlemen preſent, as to my Behaviour 
during the Debate. Since that Time I 
have never ſeen him, nor. exchanged a 
ſingle Word with him. But I ſhall leave 
every thing that is perſonal, and only re- 
late Matter of Fact; and endeavour to con- 
firm the Arguments I made uſe of, againſt 
his Cavils and Objections. 

The Catholick Gentleman begins his 
Account of the Debate betwixt himſelf and 
me, by ſome uncandid Repreſentations of 


the Chairman; intimating, that he did not p. 19. 


perform bis Office well, I know of no other 
Reaſon for this Reflection but one, which 
is, the Chairman's being ſometimes obliged 
to remind him of the proper Point in De- 
bate; which he appeared to forget, or 
wander from. When Dr. Hunt declined 
to diſpute any longer, after he had been 
engaged above two Hours, and deſired me 
to carry on the Debate, I publickly decla- 
red my ſelf unwilling to take it out of his 
Hands. But being called on by the Com- 
pany, I accepted ir. One of the Gentle- 
men preſent propoſed the Chairman m—_— 
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keep Order, as before: But Mr. Morgan 
faid, There was no farther need of a Chair. 


wb 
agreed be ſhould aijpute. Dh this 9 Smieh 
acted no longer as Kaen nan; but ſaid, he 
doubted not but the Gentlemen would ob- 
ſerve good Order between ithcinielves. 

I began with reſuming what, my F de- 
ceſſor bd ſaid about the Paſſover : Concern- 
ing which, the Catholick Gentleman tells 
the World, As that hath been already ſuffi- 
crently anſwered, I ſhall not trouble my 
Reader with his Flouriſhes on that Subject, 
or the Catholick's Reply. I do not wonder 
that he ſhould decline entring on an Argu- 
ment that he neicher did, nor can ſupport: 
However, he muſt excuſe me, if I relate 
what paſſed on this Head. 

When I urged, that © the Words, This 
4 7s. the Lord's Paſſover, could not mean 
© any thing more, than that this is a Me- 
* morial of the Lord's Paſſover; and that 
therefore, by a like Rule of Interpreta- 
« tion, the Words, This is my Body, could 
« ſignify nothing elſe, than that this is the 
« Memorial of my Body; he very — 
anſwered, That there was a great Differenc 
between the Paſſover and the — ; 
which was a Thing of a very: ſolemn Nature, 


order between Dr. Hunt and bene 
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I replied: * That if he meant to throw 
« any thing of Solemnity on the Lord's 
« Supper, by uſing the Word Sacrament, 
I ſhould except againſt the Word, as not 
« being a Scripture one; for that I ſhould 
« allow him nothing that he could not 
« prove.” Nor did I object againſt that 
Word on any other Account. I added, 
« That his Obſervation about the Deity 
« of Chriſt, and the Inſtitution of the 
« Lord's Supper by him, was nothing to 
« the Purpoſe: For ſuppoſing Chriſt to 
« be God, the Paſſover amongſt the Jews 
« was inſtituted unqueſtionably by God 
« himſelf, the God of the Fews, the 
« Creator of Heaven and Earth, the one 
« only living and true God.” To this he 
did not pretend to make any Anſwer, tho” 
he had leiſure enough to have produced it, 
if he had found one ready. 

I then farther obſerved, © That the 
« Words, This is my Body, interpreted in 
« the Popiſh Way, implied a Contra- 
« dition ; and that therefore twas impoſ- 


« ſible for God to tranſubſtantiate a Wafer 


« into the Body and Blood of Chriſt, as 
ce the Papiſts explain it.” The Prieſt re- 
plied: That the Power of God was Al- 
mighty; and that it was great Preſumption 
to 2 to ſay what God could, or could 
not do. 


To 
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To this he ſays I ſmartly replied, That 
« God could not do ſome Things ;—ſuch 
« as to lye, and deny himſelf, and make 
« Contradictions to be true:“ And adds, 
Great News from the learned World ! but a 
little unſeaſonable. But let the News be 
great or ſmall, the Reply was perfectly ſea- 
ſonable. For as the Prieft urged that twas 
Preſumption to limit God's Power, I pro- 
duced thoſe Inſtances to prove that 'twas 
not Preſumption, in ſome Caſes, to ſay 
God could not do this and the other Thing; 
and that therefore he could not tranſub- 


ſtantiate the Pread into the Body and Blood 


of Chriſt, becauſe that implied a real Con- 
tradition, He ſays, had I attempted 7o 

ove this, it might have been ſomewhat to 
the Purpoſe. I will therefore here oblige 
him, and demonſtrate Tranſubſtantiation 
to be a real Contradiction; even the ſelf- 


| ſame Contradiction, as to affirm that a Part 


is equal to the whole, 

« Take therefore a conſecrated Wafer, 
« and ſuppoſe it to be tranſubſtantiated * 
« into the Body and Blood of Chriſt : 
« Divide the Wafer into three, or three 
« thowſand Parts, and each Part, accord- 
„ing to the Popiſh Doctrine of Conca- 
« mitancy, is, by virtue of the original 
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tc Conſecration +, as truly the Body and 
«© Blood of Chriſt, as the original Wafer. 
If then the whole conſecrated Wafer was 
but the Body and Blood of Chriſt; and 
« if, after the Diviſion, each Particle is 
« equally and ſubſtancially the very Body 
«© and Blood of Chriſt ; then each Particle 
te of the Wafer is equal to the whole Wafer, 
ee becauſe each contains neither more nor 
&« leſs than the whole Chriſt: And, by 
« Conlequence, the Part is equal to the 
&« whole.” Great News this, from the Po- 
piſh World! I hope the Gentleman will 
allow this to be ſomething to the Purpole 2 
And I think I may, without Raſhneſfs, af- 
firm that Tranſubſtantiation, which im- 
plies this Contradiction, is one of thoſe 
Things which God cannot do; and which, 
therefore, cannot be true. I know nor, 
indeed, wherher the Gentleman makes any 
difficulty of ſwallowing a Contradition3 
or whether he is not of opinion, that the 
Power of the Prieſt exceeds that of God, 
and can make, what God himſelf cannot 
do, both Parts of a Contradiction to be 
true: For he fpeaks with great Reſerve and 
Caution about it. Had Mr. Chandler; ſays 
he, condeſcended to prove that Tranſubſtan- 
tiation was one of thoſe Things which God 
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I Neque vero illud prætermittendum, non ſolum in utraque 
ie, {ed in quavis utriuſque ſpeciei particula totum Chri- 
ftum contineri. Catech, ad 7 &c. 9 35. 
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cunnot do, it might have been ſomewhat t6 
the Purpsſe. He is not quite ſure, whether 
it would have been fully to the Purpoſe: 
It might have been ſo. Tis probable; but 
not certain, it ſeems. As to his Quo- 
tation from Biſhop Porbes, 'tis of no Au- 
thority: For if Tranſubſtantiation be a 
real Abſurdity and Contradiction, tis no 
Object of Power; and therefore it can be 
no Preſumption to affirm that God cannot 
do what is impoſitble to be done, or to re- 
ſtrain the Power of God to ſueh Things 
only, as are the Objects of Power. But to 
proceed: 

The Prieſt urged, in favour of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, that Paſſage of St. Paul; 
He that eats and drinks unworthily, is guilty 
of the Body and Blood of the Lord. But 
how can this be, if the Elements be not tran- 
ſubſtantiated into Chriſt's Body and Blood? 


Challenging me, at the ſame Time, to pro- 


duce any Text, where the Body or Blood of 
Chrift was ſpoken of in this manner, and yet 
was t be underſtood in a figurative manner. 

I immediately produced that Paſſage, 
Heb. x. 29. Who hath trodden under Foot 
the Son of God; and hath counted the Blood 


of the Covenant, wherewith he was ſancti- 


fied, an unboly Thing: Adding, That as 


«* Perſons are here charged with trampling 
* under Foot the Blood of the Son of God, 
* and accounting it an unholy Thing, 

though 
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* though they did not trample under foot 
* Chriſt's material Blood, but only deſpiſe 
* it in the Virtue and Efficacy thereof; 
te in like manner, Perſons may be guilty 
« of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, who 
« receive the Memorials of it in an unbe- 
„ coming Manner, as the Corintbians evi- 
« dently did, whom the Apoſtle charges 
*% with eating and | drinking to Exceſs at the 
« Lord's Supper. 
pon this che Prieſt looked grave, and 
made a long Pauſe; but rais'd no manner of 
Objection to the Texts being parallel: And | 
I believe every one of the Company per- ' 
ceived that he found himſelf under a Dith- | 
culty. Yea, in the Conferences truly ſlated, 
he ſeems to own it himſelf; but in a very 
rude and difingenuous Manner: For he 
ſays, I do not remember what Anſwer was 3 
made to this; or whether the Catholick Gen- 
tleman was permitted to make any. For all 
the Company muſt remember that Mr.Chand- 
ler, who is a Perſon of a ready Utterance, 
and is bleſſed with ſome other pretty Quali- 
fications for an Orator, took the Liberty of 
pouring out ſo frofulery that he was deſired 
not to preach, but fit down, and argue colly 
and regularly, The Prieſt did, 1 conteſs, 
once deſire me not to preach; but it was 
nor on this Occaſion, but on another, which 
ſhall be mentioned preſently, and on a Sub- 
jet which I am confident he did nor reliſh, 
G 2 and 
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and had rather I had let alone. Nor do 1 
wonder that his Memory fails him on this 
Occalion ; for he really made no Reply for 
a conſiderable while, nor had any at all to 
make that was to the Purpoſe. 

As to the Expreſſion of diſcerning the 
L:rd's Body, which he urged as a Proof 
that the Lord's Body was actually preſent, 
I told him, * that no fucn Inference _ 
« be fairly drawn; becauſe that the Wor 
& naturally meant, that they took the Bread 
« and Wine at the Sacrament as cammon 
« Bread and Wine, without conſidering 
« the Relation they had to the Body and 
“ Blood of Chriſt, which were the great 
ny Things ſignified and repreſented by 
« them.” And that this muſt be the 
Meaning, is very evident ; becauſe, ſup- 
poling the Body of Chriſt actually preſent, 
as the Gentleman affirms, yet the diſcern- 
ing the Body of Chriſt, can never be meant 
of "diſcerning with the bodily Eyes. For 
though a Popith Prieſt pretends to convert 
the Bread into Chriſt's Body, he never pre- 
tends to make that Body vilible to the Eyes: 
And 'tis therefore no more a Difficulty to 
ſuppoſe, that the Expreſſion of diſcerning 
the Lord's Body, ſhould mean a conſidering 
the” inn which the Bread hath to 
Chriſt s Body, as a Memorial of it, though 
that Body be not actually preſent; than it 


is to ſuppole it means the Diſcernment of 
a 
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a Body actually preſent, that 1s really in- 
viſible; ſince tis plain that the Diſcern- 
ment, in both Caſes, relates to the Mind 
only, and not to the bodily Organs of Sight; 
and that therefore the Expreſſion muſt be 
underſtood in a figurative Senſe. And it 
will be a curious Diſcovery, when our 
Prieſt will condeſcend to inform the World, 
how an inviſible Body can be otherways 
ſeen, or what other way a Man can diſcern 
a Body which he can't ſee, but by conſi- 
dering it, or thinking of it, when repre- 
ſented by ſome Memorial or Sign of ir. 
But how great a Ditficulty ſoever this 
may be, and how much ſoever at a Loſs 
our Prieſt was at the Conference ahout the 
Text under Debate, he hath ſince thought 
better of it, and very kindly puts Words 
into my Mouth. * To make my Compa- 
« riſfon compleat,“ he affirms, I ſhould 
have ſaid: As one is ſaid to be guilty of the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt who takes the Eu- 
chariſt unwortbily, which is only à Sign or 
Figure of Chriſt's Body and Blood ; jo, &c. 
which however, he adds, would have been 
begging the Queſtion. But the Gentleman 
ſhould remember, that Proteſtants don't 
love to be dictated: to, and that I never 
urged the Words of the Apoſtle to the Co- 
rinthians, He that eats and drinks unwor- 
thily is guilty of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord, to explain thoſe to the Hebrews, Thy 
at 
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hath trodden under Foot the Son of God, and 
counted the Blood of the Covenant an unboly 
Thing ; but that on the contrary, I produ- 
ced this Paſſage our of the Hebrews as pa- 
rallel to that in the Corinthians, and to 
ſhew, that the former would afford us a 
true Explication of the latter, And there- 
fore I ſhould have ſaid what I actually did 
ſay, viz. © That as a Perſon who never 
« did trample under his Foot the real Bo- 
*« dy of Chriſt, or his material Blood, may 
* be yet ſaid to read under Foot the Son 
* God, and count bis Blood an unboly T hing, 
* when he finned wilfully or apoſtatized from 
« Chriſtianity, after be bad received the 
« Knowledge of the Truth ; ſo alſo may a 
„ Perſon be ſaid to be guilty of the Body 
« and Blood of Chrift, and not to diſcern 
« them, when he receives the Euchariſt, if 
« he eats the Bread, and drinks the Wine, 
« as common Bread and Wine, withour 
.« ever regarding them as Memorials of 
«« Chriſt's Body and Blood; eſpecially when, 
« as the Corinthians did, he drinks of the 
« Euchariſtical Wine to Exceſs and Drun- 
« kenneſs, and ſo converts that ſacred In- 
«« ſtitution of the Supper into an Occaſion 
« of Sin, which was intended by our bleſ- 
* ſed Saviour to put Men in mind of their 
Obligations, as Chriſtians, to depart 
« from all Iniquity.” This ſurely is not 
begging the Queſtion. For the Queſtion 
is, 
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| is, How the Words of Inſtitution in the 
Sacrament are to be underſtood? And, 
whether there are any parallel Expreſſions 
of Scripture that juſtity the Proteſtants in 
their Interpretation of them ? The Paſſage 
I have produced is exactly parallel, and 
therefore we may be allowed to call what 
is given and received in the Euchariſt, 
Elements, Memorials, Bread and Wine, 
: without being charg'd with begging the 
Queſtion ; eſpecially as an inſpired Apoſtle 
p calls them Bread and Wine even after Con- 
ſecration. The Prieſt himſelf begs the 
G ueſtion, when he will not allow us to 
. call them Elements, and cannot prove them 
to be the Body and Blood of Chriſt. 
| But to ſhew, that the being guz/ty of the 
4 Body and Blood of Chrift did not refer to 
f the Corinthians getting drunk at the Sacra- 
ment, the Prieſt urged, That theſe Abuſes b 3 r. 
happen'd at their Agapæ or Love Feaſts, 
f which be affirmed, were before the Eucha- | | 
k rift; and he tells the World, that he hath | 
' i confidered that Matter, and is ftill of Opi- 
nion, that at the Time when Saint Paul 
: wrote his firſs Epiſtle to the Corinthians 
" | thoſe Repaſts did precede the Euchariſt, and 


8 that the Chapter under Conſideration is @ 
. |} full Progf of that Practice. : 
1 But I endeavoured to ſhew at the Con- 


* ference, © That the Abuſes which the Apo- 
« {tle endeavoured to rectify amongſt the 
Corin- 
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te Corinthians happen'd at the Sacrament 

« jr ſelf; becauſe the Apoſtle endeavours 

te to rectify them, by ſetting before them 

te the Nature and Deſign of the Inſtitution, 

« without ſaying one ſingle Word about 

« the Love Feaſts:“ And upon a Review 

of the Chapter I am abundantly confirmed 

in that Sentiment; though I am very ſen- 

ſible the Catholick Gentleman is not ſingu- 

lar in his Opinion. For the Apoſtle intro- 

duces his Account of the Eucharift in this 

1 Cor. xi. Manner. When ye come togetber into one 
Place, this is not to eat the Lord's Supper. 
21. For in eating (the Lord's Supper) every one 
taketh before other, his own Supper : And 

22. one is hungry, and another is drunken. What, 
have ye not Houſes to eat and to drink in? 

Or deſpiſe ye the Church of God, and ſhame 

them that have not? From which Words, 

I think nothing can be more plain, than 

that St. Paul reprehends them for miſta- 

king the Nature, and abuſing the Deſign 

of the Lord's Supper. The Corinthians 
ſeem' d to have imagin'd, that it was no- 

thing more than common eating and drink- 

ing at an ordinary Meal, and therefore 
without regarding the great Thing intend- 

ed by ir, the rich Part of the Congregation 

| drank to exceſs, and ſent the Poor empty 
away. And therefore, ſays the Apoſtle, hen 
ye come together into one Place, when ye aſ- 
ſemble for theſe Purpoſes of Uncharitable- 
| 1 noſs 


FFA Hy. Yo BY, 


Ex (37) 

neſs and Drunkeneſs, and to eat and drink 
as at a common Meal, this i: not to eat the 
Lord's Supper, And then to ſhew them 
what the great Intention of that Supper 
was; he gives them an Account of that In- 
ſtitution as he received it from Chriſt; and 
expreſly confines the being guilty of the Ba- 
dy and Blood of the Lord, to the eating that 
Bread, and drinking that Cup of the Lord 
unworthily; by which they did ſhew the 
Lord's Death till be come. See Verſes 26, 
and 27. | 

Beſides, as the Azape, or Love Feaſts; 


were not properly religious, but civil En- 


tertainments; never appointed by Chriſt, 


nor intended to ſhew forth his Death; they 
neither could, nor ought 70 diſcern the 
Lord's Body, in what they eat or drank 
there. For the Papiſts do not pretend that 
either the Bread or Wine, at the Love 
Feaſts, were tranſubſtantiated into Chriſt's 
Body and Blood; or that they ought to 
have been diſcerned at thoſe Feſtivals: 
And, by conſequence, the unwortby eating 
and drinking could not, I think, refer to 
the Love Feaſts; but to their diſorderly 
and ſinful eating and drinking at the Lord's 
Supper. 

This unwortby eating and drinking, ſpo- 
ken of by the Apoſtle, ſeems to conſiſt in 
this: That they eat and drank of the Bread 
and Wine at the Sacrament, as common 

H Things: 
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Thbiogs: That they did it without conſi- 
dering the Relation they had to Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, or regarding them as 
Memorials of his Death and Abſence : 
That they drank to Exceſs: And that tho' 
they ſhould all of them, Rich and Poor, 
have communicated together, as Members 
of Chriſt's Body; yet the Rich neglected 
the Poor, and ſent them away without the 
Bread and Wine, or at leaſt a Sufficiency 
of either. Theſe Things are plainly inti- 
mated by the Apoſtle. Now if the Apoſtle 
reprehends them for their Miſbehaviour 
only at the Love Feaſts, and not for the 
Sins they were guilty of at the Sacrament; 
this could be in no proper Senſe the Crime 
of being guilty of the Body and Blood of 
Cbriſt: Nor could they eat and drink Dam- 
nation to themſelves, tor not diſcerning, in 
this Feaſt, what was in no Senſe preſent at 
it, the Lord's Body. And yet fo grievous 
was this Crime they were guilty of, that 
the Apoſtle tells them, For this Cauſe many 
are weak and fickly amongſt you, and many 
eep. Now, I imagine, few will affirm 
that theſe immediate Judgments, inflicted 
by God, were inflicted as Puniſhments for 
Diſorders committed at an ordinary Enter- 
rainment ; though they will appear neceſ- 
fary Severities, if conſidered as made uſe of 
to puniſh the Abuſes of a divine Inſtitution, 
and to maintain the Dignity of it in the 

5% Chriſtian 
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Chriſtian Church, at its firſt Eſtabliſhment 


in the World. 
Beſides, if, as the Catholick Gentleman 


tells us he obſerved, theſe Exceſſes were p. 31. 


committed in the Meals, which the firſt 
Chriſtians took before the Euchariſt ; how 
comes the Apoſtle to tell them, This is not 
fo eat the Lord's Supper? Did the firſt 
Chriſtians imagine that theſe previous 
Meals, and the Lord's Supper, were the 
ſame Thing? Or, with what wa od 
did he give them an Account of a religigus 
Infiitution, to rectify the Diſorders they 
were guilty of at a civil Entertainment ? 
The proper Way would have been to have 
forbidden theſe Love Feaſts intirely, as 
was afterwards done, upon account of thelg 
Abuſes; or elſe to have warned them a- 
gaiaſt the Abuſes at this Feſtival expreſly, 
and by name; and not prepoſterouſly to 
have endeavoured to bring them to Sobriety 
and good Order at a civil Feaſt, by telling 
them the Deſign of a religious Inſtitution, 
that had no Dependance on, or real Con- 
nection with it. 

But ſuppoſing theſe Diſorders happened, 
though there is not a ſingle Intimation 
that they did, at the Love Feaſts; how 
will this prove that the being guiity of the 
Body and Blood of the Lord, and not diſcern- 
ing the Lord's Body, make for the Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation? The Queſtion 1s, 

| H 2 N how 
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how theſe Words are to be underſtood ? 
I vrged at the Conference, © in the ſame 
« figurative Manner, as the Words at 
&« ver. 29. He that eateth and drinketh un- 
te worthily, eateth and drinketh Damnation 
. fo bimſe If ” 1 aſked the Prieſt, « How 
* a Man could eat and drink Damnation ? 
Whether literally, or no?” But the Man 
was mute, and either could nor, or would 

| not tell me; and, I muſt do him the juſtice 
| to ſay, did not pretend that any thing was 
tranſubſtantiated into Damnation, for a 
bitter Morſel to ſwallow by the unworthy 
Receiver. And when he will vouchſafe to 
tell the World, how any Man can eat and 
drink Damnation; he may tell them too, 
what it is to eat Clrift's Bedy, and to be 
guilty of the Body and ſed of the Lord. 
As to the Time when theſe Love Feaſly 
were celebrated, either before or after the 
Lord's Supper, there is nothing in this Paſ- 
ſage to the Corinthians to determine it. 
The Catholick Gentleman affirmed it was 
before; I told the Company I apprehended 
it was after the Lord's Supper. And, I 
think, tas generally after; eſpecially in 
the earlieſt Ages of the Church. For thus 
Pliny * repreſents it, in the Accounts he 


* Adficmabant — ſe Sacramento obſtringere quibus 
peratiis morem ſibi diſcedendi fuiſſe, — coeunoi ad 
capiendum cibum, promiſcuam tamen et inac ium. Iun. 
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had from the Chriſtians themſelves. For 
having ſaid, that they met on the Lord's 
Day to ſing Hymns to Chriſt, and bind 
themſelves by a Sacrament to do no Evil; 
tis added, WHEN THIS IS DONE, our Cu- 
flom is to depart, and meet again to partake 
of an Entertainment; but that a very inno- 
cent one, and common to all. Tis plain, 
from hence, that the Communion was firſt, 
and the Agape ſome time after. And thus 
Tertullian +, who gives a particular Ac- 
count of theſe Agape, ſpeaks of Lights, 
and worſbipping God by night at theſe En- 
rertainments: Which ſhews they were after 
the Communion ; which was received in 
the Morning, and generally, it not always, 
faſting. And Socrates |, the eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtorian, ſpeaking of the Egyptians, tells 
us, That they celebrated the Myſteries ; not 
according to the Cuſtom of Chriſtians, be- 
cauſe they communicated after they bad feaſt- 


ed, and ſatisfied themſelves with all kind of 


Meats. And if he hath that Regard for 
the Fathers which be ought to have, I will 

roduce him an Authority, to prove that 
theſe Corinthians themſelves firſt received 


+ Ira ſaturantur, ut qui meminerint etiam per noctem ado- 
raridum Deum fibi eſſe. — Poſt aquam manuaiem et lumina— 
provocatur in medium Deo canerc. Apolag. cap. 39. 
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the Sacrament; and after that had their 
Agape, or Love Feaſts. Tis that of Theo- 
pbylact ; who, in his Comment on 1 Cor. 
xi. 17. hath theſe Words: That the Corin- 
thians, on certain flated Days, probably on 
their Holy Days, feaſted in common, after 
they had partaken of the Myſteries. Twere 
eaty ro confirm this Matter by more Teſti- 
monies, from Theodoret, Cbryſoſtom, and 
others: But, however, this is not material. 
To proceed in my Relation: 

1 The Catholick Gentleman obſerved, in 
the Courſe of the Debate, That the Words 
of Conſecration, This is my Body, did not 
zul prove the Dodrine of Tranſubſtantia- 
tion; but that the Expreſſion, This do in 
Remembrance of me, was a Command or 
Commiſion to the Apoſtles, in after Times, to 
conſecrate the Elements into the Body and 
Blood of Cbriſt. I replied: “ That this 
* could not be the Meaning of them; and 
« that a Child might ſee they referred to 
the cating and drinking at the Sacrament 
* in remembrance of Chriſt, by the imme» 
« diate Connection of them with Chriſt's 
Command to do this.? And this appeared 
ſo fully convincing to the Catholick Gen- 
tleman, that he fairly gave up this Point, 
and no farther inſiſted on it. Twas never 
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earns. that he allowed the Sacrament to 
ea bare, empty Remembrance or Memorial. 

After theſe Things had been thus for a 
conſiderable while debated, I told the Ca- 
tholick Gentleman, „That ic would be 
© A ſhorter way to conſider the Words of 
te the Inſtitution themſelves; and that he 
© could not prove the Doctrine of Tran- 
* ſubſtantiation from any ſingle Paſſage of 
« Scripture, literally underſtood, in the 
« whole of it.” The Gentleman ſaid, This 
was ſtrange; and immediately read out of 
St. Matthew, Tero egi To own ww, This is 
my Body. I deſired him to read on; which 
he did: To d 94.00 uneo , Which is 
given for you. I alſo deſired him to read 
the Words of Inſtitution in the other Pla- 
ces: And, in particular, in the Epiſtle to 
the Corinthians; which he did ; where we 
have, K. ures ver, Which was broken 

you. 

J then aſked him, Whether the Body, 
te which Chriſt gave to his Diſciples, was 
« that ſame natural, individual Body of 
« his, that ſtood on the Earth, or reclined 
« at Supper; and with which he gave 
„ himſelt to his Diſciples ?? He readily, 


and without hefitation, anſwered, That 


'twas his ſpiritual and glorified Body. And 
thus he was obliged to anſwer, according 
to the Doctrine of the Catechiſm publiſhed 


by order of the Council of Trent, which 


— — 
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thus defines it: Verum Chriſti Domini cors 
; Hlud idem, quod natum ex Virgine, in 
celis ſedet ad dexteram Patris, hoc ſacra- 
mento contineri. Tis the true Body of our 
Lord Chriſt ; the ſelf-ſame, which was born 
of the Virgin, and fits at the Right Hand of 
the Father, that is contained in this Sacra- 
ment. De Euchariſt. < 25. 
To this I replied two Things. 1. That 
J apprehended ir could not be his ſpi- 
« ritual Body, becauſe Chriſt had no ſpi- 
« ritual or glorified Body till after is 
« Death and Reſurrection. 2. That this 
« was going beyond the Letter of the Text, 
« which mentioned not one Word of a 
« ſpiritual and glorified Body; but ſpoke 
« only of the Body of Chriſt, which was 
« actually preſent with the Apoſtles. But 
« I told him I would not infiſt on either 
* of theſe; but rather choſe to aſk him 
« another plain Queſtion, to which I de- 
« fired as plain an Anſwer ; vs. 
« What that Body was, which Chriſt 
« ſays is given for, or as St. Paul expreſſes 
« it, is broken for you; whether his na- 
<« tural or ſpiritual Body?” Adding, A 
e plain Anſwer to a plain Queſt ion, Sir: 
« I muſt pin you down to this.“ : 
This the Catholick Gentleman, who 
undoubtedly had Penetration enough to ſee 
the Difficulty ro which I was going to re- 
duce him, endeayoured for a long while 
arte 
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artfully to evade; by ſaying, that the na- 
tural and ſpiritual Body were the ſame ; 
and aſking me, Mhetber our Bodies at the 
Reſurrection would not be the ſame as now? 
I replied: © This was no Anſwer to my 


« Queſtion; which I inſiſted upon.“ And 


though he ſays, I under/igod my Buſineſs2. 33: 


too well, to give an Anſwer to bis Queſtion ;; 
yet I did really anſwer it; and allow, 
tc that our Bodies at the Reſurrect ion were 
% not altogether the ſame with, but greatly 
&« different, in many Reſpects, from our pre- 
& ſent Bodies.” And this Difference the 
Catholick Gentleman himſelf allows, when 


he repreſents himſelf as aſking me: Whether p. zu. 


dur Bodies at the Reſurrection would not be the 
fame as now, as to the Matter, though dif- 
erent as to their Endowments? For, if 
the Bodies of Men, at the Reſurrection, 
have different Endowments from what our 
2 Bodies have, then the Reſurrection 
odies are ſo far different from our pre- 
ſent Bodies; unleſs the Gentleman will 
pleaſe to affirm, that two Things, which 
differ from each other, are actually the 
ſame, even in thoſe Reſpects in which they 
difter. | 
But as the Gentleman would have drawn 
me from my Point into a Diſpute about 
the Sameneſs of the Body, I did not care to 
be taken with that Sleight; eſpecially, as 


he 
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he himſelf had allowed the Difference in 
his Anſwer to my firſt Queſtion, by af- 
firming, That the Body which Chriſt gave 
to his Diſciples at the Sacrament, was not 
Lis natural, but ſpiritual Body: And there- 
fore I once more inſiſted on a direct An- 
ſwer to my Queſtion. The Gentleman 
then ſaid, it was @ real Body: And it was 
a long time, before he would condeſcend 
to make any other Reply. At laſt, he did 
grant, in a ſort of indirect Manner, that 
*rwas Chriſt's natural Body, which he 
gave, or which was broken for his Diſ- 
ciples. 

Upon which I immediately obſerved, 
« That it could not be true, which he 
« had before aſſerted, that it was the ſpi- 
e ritual Body of Chriſt which he gave to 
« his Diſciples; becauſe it was directly 
« contrary to the Words of Chriſt, who 
« ſays that the Body, which he gave to his 
« Diſciples, was the very Body which was 
given or broken for them: Take, eat; 
« this is my Body, which was broken for You: 
« And that therefore, as 'twas the natural 
« Body of Chriſt which was broken on the 
« Croſs, it mult be the ſame natural Body 
« which be gave to his Diſciples; and not 


his ſpiritual Body, as the Gentleman had 
« afſerted.” 


— 


He 
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He replied: That the Words, which is 
given, or which is broken for You, might, 
by an eaſy Figure, be underſtood, as mean- 
ing, which ſhall be given, or broken for 
You. No Figure, faid I, I beſeech you, 
“Sir! You are to prove Tranſubſtantia- 
« tion from the literal Senſe; and if you 
introduce one Figure, Proteſtants will 
„ think themſelves allowed to introduce 
« more, and juſtify their own figurative 
Interpretation of the whole Paſlage.” 
This put an end to our Debate; for the 
Gentleman declined any farther Anſwer. 
The Reaſon which he gives for it, in his 
printed Account, is falſe and abuſive. 


1s a Man obliged, ſays he, to continue à b. 33 


Diſpute with a Perſon, who delights in mul- 
tiplying Words ; who rambles on by the Half 
Hour, without taking any notice of bis An- 
tagoniſt Arguments or Queſtions; who, in 
ine, will be anſwered, before be hath made 
any Reply to what was asked him; and even 
after he had before had a plain Anſwer to 
all he preſſed afterwards? If this be true, 
it muſt be allowed that my Antagoniſt was 
a Man of great Acuteneſs and Penetration, 
that could thus foreſee all I had to ſay, 
and even anſwer me before I had faid it. 
But the Truth is, the Gentleman was 
uſhed home, and grows angry, and calls 
ames, becauſe he was aſked a few Que- 
I 2 ſtions 
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ſtions he had not cunning enough to re- 
ſolve, without contradicting the plain 
Senie of our Saviour's Words. He ſhuffled 
indeed, as dextrouſly as he could, for 
above Halt an Hour; bur being narrowly 
watched, he was forced at laſt to play 
himſelt out of the Game, and throw down 
the Cards. There was not a ſingle Argu- 
ment he produced, or Queſtion that he 
aſked, but I endeavoured openly and fairly 
ro anſwer. If my Anſwer was at any time 
long, 'twas an Anſwer to as long a Diſcourſe 
of his; which he always delivered without 
any material Interruption, and generally 
with none. He ſhould not complain of 
Rambling, for that will put the Gentle- 
men, who were preſent at the Conference, 
in mind, that he ſeveral Times endea- 
voured to obſcure and wander from the 
Point; eſpecially when he found a Diffi- 
culty was near him, that he could not ſolve. 
"T were eaſy to make more juſt Reflections 
of this kind, on the Conduct of Mr. Morgan; 
bur this is a Part of Controverſy by na 
means agreeable to me: And I ſhould have 
been wholly filent on this Head, had not 
the Gentleman forced from me what I 
have now ſaid, by an injurious Repre- 
ſentation of my Behaviour towards him. 


After 


— 
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Afrer the Gentleman had declined any 
farther Debate, I could not help obſerving 
to the Company, © how exceeding odd the 
* Interpretation of the Words of the In- 
« ſtitution appeared, as the Gentleman 
« had given it.” This is my Body, ſays 
Chriſt, which is broken for You : i. e. as 
the Gentleman had explained it, This, 
which I now give You, is my Body; not my 
natural Body, but my ſpiritual Body; tho' 
T can have no ſpiritual Body till after my 
Reſurrettion : And this my ſpiritual Body, 
which I give You, 1s broken for You ; though 
"tis not my ſpiritual Body, but my natural 
Body, which is, or which ſhall be given or 
broken for You. I was going on to obſerve, 
how natural, eaſy, and conſiſtent, the 
Proteſtant Interpretation was: But the 
Gentleman was pleaſed to interrupt me, 
by defiring me not to preach, nor make an 
Interpretation for him. 

Upon this we agreed to put an end to 
the Conference, and enter into ſome more 
general and free Converſation. 

But before we had ſeated our ſelves, 
another Gentleman in the Company, who 
is known to be a Prieſt, Mr. Vaughan by 
name, came to me in a very complaiſant 
Manner, and ſaid he differed from his Bro- 
ther, Mr. Morgan, that had been arguing 
with me. For whereas that Gentleman 


had 
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had affirmed, 'twas the ſpiritual, and not 
the natural Body, which Cbriſ gave to his 
Diſciples; be, on the other hand, appre- 
— 5 'fwas his natural Body, in a ſpi- 
ritual manner, But the Gentleman who 
had before managed the Controverſy, ſaid 
he would never give up that Point: For, 
ſays he, St. Paul ſays, It was ſown a na- 
tural Body, but raiſed a ſpiritual Body. 

I took occaſion from hence to obſerve to 
the Company, „That as the Gentlemen 
« were not agreed what fort of Body it 
« was, that Chriſt gave to his Diſciples 
* whether a natural or a ſpiritual Body, 
* or a natural Body in a ſpiritual manner; 
e jt was time enough for us Proteſtants to 
t believe Tranſubſtantiation, when they 
* had ſettled that Point.“ Upon which 
they were tco prudent to carry on the De- 
bare any farther. 

But ] do not ſee what advantage the Gen- 
tleman, Mr. Vaugban, who affirmed, that 
it was the natural Body of Chriſt in a ſpi- 

ritual manner, would gain hereby to his 
Cauſe. For what is a natural Body in a 
ſpiritual manner? If the Gentleman meant 
a Body with all its preſent natural Proper- 
ties, that at the ſame Time was poſſeſſed 
of all ſpiritual Endowments and Qualities, 
"ris an expreſs Contradiction. Or, if he 
meant a real Body; as to the Tha. n0s 

u 
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Subſtance of it, with ſpiritual Endow- 
ments or Properties, 'tis no longer a na- 
tural, bur a ſpiritual Body. And thus 
he'll differ from his Brother; not in Senſe, 
bur in Words only. Bur whatever was his 
meaning, *twill ſtand him in no ſtead : 
For the Body of Chriſt, which was broken 
for us, was neither a ſpiritual Body, nor 
a natural Body with ſpiritual Properties; 
but his very natural Body, with all its na- 
tural Properties and Qualities remaining 
in it: And therefore this muſt be the Body 
which he gave to his Diſciples, and no 
other, if the Words of Inſticution, This rs 
my Body which 1s broken, are to be literally 
underſtood, according to the Doctrine of 
the Church of Rome. 

After the Conference was ended, and 
the Company was talking more art large, 
I ſaid to the Catholick Gentleman who 
had been my Antagoniſt in the Debate, 
That I could not but wonder at the De- 
t cjifion. of the Council of Trent, which 
% had decreed that every diſtinct Part of 
« the Hoſt and conſecrated Wine, was 
« equally and truly the Body and Blood 


c of Chriſt with the whole of it.“ This 
he ſaid was what was called the Doctrine 
of the Concomitancy; and wiſhed the Coun- 
cil had not entred into ſuch Particularities, 
but had left that Matter more at large. This 

| 7 he 
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he ſpoke with very great Freedom, and 
without Reſerve: Though he is pleaſed, 
in his printed Account, flatly to deny it. 
So that if there be any Miſtake, it mult be 
a Miſtake of the Gentleman's Memory ; 
for he did preſume expreſly to cenſure the 
Council in this Reſpect, though he now 
profeſſes to abide by their Deciſions. 
The fame Gentleman, Mr. Vaughan, 
who after the Conference was ended had 
told me, that -a, Chriſt's natural Body 
in a ſpiritual manner, which he gave to 
his Diſciples at his firſt Supper, farther 
faid: That he apprehended twould be pro- 
per to confider what the Fathers had ſaid 
concerning | the Doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation; for that he thought their Opinion 
was of great Importance in this Affair. 
I anſwered him, That he knew that 
« Proteſtants rook their Religion only 
<« from the Bible, and not from the Fa- 
b thers: But, however, that I did not 
« decline the Appeal to them, though I 
« did not own them as authoricative and 
« deciſive Judges.” But whereas Mr. 
Morgan affirms, in his printed Account, 
that my laſt Words were theſe, That tho 
the Article in debate ſhould be proved from 
the Fathers, I would recur to the plain 
Words of PIO. I muſt cake upon me 
to deny it, For though the Fathers are, 
I | and 
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and can be of no Authority, when they de- 
liver Opinions contrary to Sctipture; yet 
I do know that the Writings of the pri- 
mitive Fathers have nothing in them to 
favour the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 
And my laſt Words were theſe: That pro- 
vided the Fathers were not appealed to as 
authoritative Judges, I challenged the tuo 
Gentlemen preſent, who were ſuppoſed to 
be Prieſts, with as many more of that 
Number as they would bring, to prove the 
Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, Name or 
Thing, from the Writings of the Fathers 
of the five firſt Centuries. 'T was what I 
denied; and I ſhould lay it on them to ſhew 
the Affirmative. 

The Challenge was immediately ac- 
cepted. But the Catholick Gentleman 


(Mr. Morgan) who had managed the Con- 


" ference, ſaid, It would take up ſome time 


fo colle the ſeveral Paſſages out of them, 
relating to this Dotrine: And therefore, 
though I defired that Day Fortnight 
might be fixed, or any fer Time, to enter 
upon that Debate, yet none was really 
agreed on; but he told me he would let 
me know when he was ready. And as 
he farther objected againſt the Largeneſs 
of the Number that was then preſent; it 
was farther agreed, that there ſhould be 


fix only on each Side preſent. But I have 
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never heard of him, from that Time to 
this: Which, whether it be confiſtenc 
with his Engagement, or whether he is 
over ſure of his Cauſe, I leave to others 
to determine. 

When the Gentleman, Mr. Morgan, af- 
firms, that becauſe J would recur to the 
Plain Words of Scripture, i. e. to my own 
Interpretation of them, a Diſpute of this 
kind would have been of no Uſe ar Service 
towards the Diſcovery of Truth, and that 
therefore be allowed it no farther T houg ht ; 
I muſt put him in mind, that the Meet- 
ing he agreed to, and the Challenge he 
accepted, was not to conſider the Words 
of Scripture, but the Doctrine of the 
Fathers: And that though I ſhall ever 
abide by the Doctrine of the inſpired Wri- 
ters, as far as I underſtand it; yet if he 
could have proved the Doctrine of fle 
real Preſence from the Fathers, he would 
unqueſtionably have had fairly ſo far the 
Advantage over me. But I know the 
Fathers are againſt him; and that though 
they, ſome of them, uſe very ſtrong Ex- 
preffions, when they ſpeak of the Eu- 
chariff, yet they never dreamt of Tran- 
fubftuntiation, nor the Doctrine of Con- 
comitancy, nor the Popiſh Sacrifice of the 
Mai: Which are, comparatively ſpeak- 


ing, modern Inventions, that have nei- 
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ther Scripture nor genuine Antiquity to 
countenance and ſupport them. 


As to the Meeting, which is ſaid, by 
the Perſon who publiſhed the firſt Ac- 
count of the Conferences, to be defired 
and appointed at the ſame Place, on the 
20th of the ſame Month; twas no fixed 
Appointment, that I remember; much 
leſs an Appointment to enter upon the 
Opinion and Senſe of the Fathers. There 
was indeed an Intimation that ſome Per- 
ſons would be there, though no Promiſe 
on the Part of the two Catholick Gen- 
tlemen. I attended; but not finding either 
of thoſe Gentlemen there, foon left the 


Company. 


Thus have I given an impartial Ac- 
count of what paſſed at the Conference, 
at which I was preſent; which nothing 
ſhould have prevailed on me to have done, 
but the Miſtakes contained in the Ac- 
count of the Conferences truly ſlated. As 
to the firſt Account of the Conferences, 
*twas ſo very imperfect and confuſed, that 
I could ſcarce imagine it would have 
drawn a ſecond from the Catholick Quar- 
ter. And though the Author of the ſe- 


cond Account juſtly complains of the 
K 2 Pub- 
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2 of the firſt, I do affure him 

never knew of the Deſign, till I ſaw the 
Advertiſement ; nor ever knew a ſingle 
Word that was contained in it, till after 
it was publiſhed ; and cannot think either 
him or my ſelf well uſed, by the Perſon 
who wrote it. 


But, however, I have reaſon to com- 

lain in my Turn ; not only for the rude 
n I have received, in the laſt 
Account publiſhed by the Catholick Gen- 
tleman ; but becauſe I have ſeen a Letter 
from Antwerp, by which I am informed 
that a very injurious Account of this Con- 
ference hath been tranſmitted rhither, 
boaſting of a very ſignal and intire Vi- 
ctory over the Proteſtants and me. To 
ſay the leaſt, this argues great want of 
Candour; and was a Treatment I by no 
means expected, from any who were pre- 
ſent at it. But 1 have this Satisfaction, 
that whatever Advantage may have been 
gained over me (which can give no Man 
any great occaſion of Triumph) or what- 
ever Defects there were in my Arguing, 


the Proteſtant Doctrine of the Sacramenc 


ſtill remains firm and unſhaken; and the 

Popiſh Tenet, of the real Preſence, or 

Tranſubſtantiation, will be found an Ab- 

ſardity and Falſchood, if there * 
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fuch thing as Truth in the World; or if 
we allow either our Senſes, or our Reaſon, 
the Scriptures, or the primitive Fathers, to 
judge concerning it, or finally to deter- 
mine ir | 
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